The Puerto Rican New Yorker in the New York City school : did bilingual education make a difference?. by Romero, Delia Wilfreda R.
University of Massachusetts Amherst
ScholarWorks@UMass Amherst
Doctoral Dissertations 1896 - February 2014
1-1-1987
The Puerto Rican New Yorker in the New York
City school : did bilingual education make a
difference?.
Delia Wilfreda R. Romero
University of Massachusetts Amherst
Follow this and additional works at: https://scholarworks.umass.edu/dissertations_1
This Open Access Dissertation is brought to you for free and open access by ScholarWorks@UMass Amherst. It has been accepted for inclusion in
Doctoral Dissertations 1896 - February 2014 by an authorized administrator of ScholarWorks@UMass Amherst. For more information, please contact
scholarworks@library.umass.edu.
Recommended Citation
Romero, Delia Wilfreda R., "The Puerto Rican New Yorker in the New York City school : did bilingual education make a difference?."
(1987). Doctoral Dissertations 1896 - February 2014. 4310.
https://scholarworks.umass.edu/dissertations_1/4310

THE PUERTO RICAN NEW YORKER IN THE NEW YORK CITY SCHOOL 
DID BILINGUAL EDUCATION MAKE A DIFFERENCE? 
A Dissertation Presented 
by 
DELIA WILFREDA R. ROMERO 
Submitted to the Graduate School of the 
University of Massachusetts in partial fulfillment 
of the requirements for the degree of 
DOCTOR OF EDUCATION 
February 1987 
Education 
(c) Copyright by Delia WiIfredo R. Romero 1987 
All Rights Reserved 
THE PUERTO RICAN NEW YORKER IN THE NEW YORK CITY SCHOOL: 
DID BILINGUAL EDUCATION MAKE A DIFFERENCE? 
A Dissertation Presented 
by 
DELIA WILFREDA R. ROMERO 
Approved as to style and content by: 
School of Education 
i i i 
ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
The theme of this dissertation is "The Puerto Rican New Yorker in 
the City's School: Did Bilingual Education Make a Difference?" This 
educational approach has been operating in the schools for the last 
seventeen years. During this time, many persons have been involved with 
this discipline and some of these individuals have helped me to gather 
information and ideas which are contained herein. 
I would like to express my sincere gratitude to them and to 
acknowledge the efforts made to assist me in this project. I am very 
fortunate that these individuals have helped me by providing valuable 
information, collecting data, making themselves available for inter¬ 
views, and generously giving their time in unraveling events that hap¬ 
pened almost eighteen years ago. 
Appreciation is extended to Dr. Luis Fuentes, Chairperson of my 
Committee, for his concern over my work, his suggestions, guidance, 
support, and ideas which proved to be helpful in organizing the mate¬ 
rials for this study. He has been a significant teacher and motivator 
throughout this process and his help, knowledge and expertise have been 
invaluable. I am very grateful to Dr. Benjamin Rodriguez and Dr. Juan 
Zamora, Committee Members, for their participation, support, and valua¬ 
ble insights. They provided me with the encouragement and guidance to 
facilitate the completion of this dissertation. 
I am deeply grateful to Dr. Federico Aquino-Bermudez for his 
support, guidance, and suggestions which have been extremely helpful. 
IV 
I would also like to thank Mrs. Elizabeth Opsina for her patience, her 
support, and, most of all, her typing skills. In addition, my gratitude 
is extended to Michele Romero Tesauro and Jonathan Romero Rivera, who 
have been extremely helpful in giving of their time and efforts in edit¬ 
ing this study. 
Other persons to whom I am very grateful for their support and 
assistance in this study include: Eugene Jimenez, Dr. Isaura Santiago, 
Zaida Rivera, Carmen Perez Hagan, Dr. Peter Byron, Dr. Gordon Klopf, 
and Dr. Angela Carrasquillo. 
Finally, I would like to thank the Puerto Rican community at large, 
students, parents, teachers, administrators, faculty, and concerned 
individuals who participated in this study by responding to the ques¬ 
tionnaire. 
I have tried to remember all those who have helped, but if I 
omitted a name, please forgive me. 
v 
To 
ADRIAN 
His support, his patience, his dedication, and his love are 
the ingredients I needed to succeed in this study. 
and 
OSVALDO BARRERAS, JR. 
A dear friend no longer with us, who challenged me 
to finish my doctorate. 
vi 
ABSTRACT 
THE PUERTO RICAN NEW YORKER IN THE NEW YORK CITY SCHOOL: 
DID BILINGUAL EDUCATION MAKE A DIFFERENCE? 
FEBRUARY, 1987 
DELIA WILFREDA R. ROMERO, B.A., INTERAMERICAN UNIVERSITY 
M.S., BANK STREET COLLEGE OF EDUCATION 
Ed.D., UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS 
Directed by: Professor Luis Fuentes 
This study examines ways in which certain pressures and events have 
affected the creation and establishment of the bilingual education pro¬ 
gram in the New York City school system. The objectives were to investi¬ 
gate and analyze the main events leading to the inception of bilingual 
education in New York City schools. The study found that this educa¬ 
tional approach has grown faster where there was support from administra¬ 
tors, teachers, parents, and the community at large. There were also 
some unique internal and external pressures which affect the program's 
growth and development. 
This investigation established that although the program had been 
created in the untraditional way, after research, evaluating, and testing 
for desired outcome, the discipline is an accepted one in New York City. 
Pressures exerted on the educational system by educators, community 
leaders, parents, politicians, and concerned individuals, who demanded a 
response to their needs, did succeed. 
Studies conducted during the late 1950s and early 1960s placed the 
blame for the lack of educational attainment by the Puerto Rican student 
VI 1 
on the New York City schools: (1) high dropout rates for this group of 
students; (2) lack of relevant programs to meet the needs of the non- 
English speaking student in the school; (3) lack of parent involvement 
in the education of their children; (4) lack of adequate instruments to 
test non-English speaking students; and (5) lack of teachers and school 
personnel who could communicate with the students and their parents. 
These are just a few of the educational needs that existed in the schools 
in the 1960s that were not being met. 
Due to the involvement and pressures from people of all levels in 
the communities across the United States, the Bilingual Education Act 
(Title VII), a 1968 amendment to the 1965 Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act, became a reality. It provides funds directly to local 
school districts to develop and implement programs to meet the needs of 
pupils "with limited English-speaking ability between the ages 3 to 18." 
In addition, the pupils have to be from welfare homes or incomes under 
$3,000. The significant impact of bilingual education programs is that 
federally-funded projects not only provide a program for students with 
limited English proficiency but include instruction to impact on stu¬ 
dents' knowledge of the history and culture of their native language. 
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CHAPTER I 
OVERVIEW OF THE STUDY 
Background 
The cultural and social structure of the United States of America 
emerged from the interplay between immigrant heritage and the New World 
environment. These groups of immigrants represent an ethnic, racial, 
and cultural pluralism. They are identified as white or Euroethnic and 
non-white groups, among which are the Blacks, the Asians, the Mexicans, 
the Puerto Ricans, and others. Immigration explains why the people of 
this nation are unique in the diversity of their ancestry. They spring 
from a multitude of stock that have made their way to this land from 
Europe, Asia, Africa, Latin America, and the Middle East. But immigra¬ 
tion was, and remains, a two-way process. To know that immigration 
altered America is not enough. We also have to see how America altered 
the immigrants. The United States is a nation whose society is made up 
of people from all walks of life and all parts of the globe. 
A little more than a century ago, Walt Whitman, the poet, hailed 
the United States as a "nation of nations." No phrase better sums up 
this country's cosmopolitan hi storyJ America was discovered by 
Scandinavians, named by a German map-maker in honor of a Florentine 
explorer, and opened for colonization by a Genovese sea captain in the 
Spanish service. 
Admiral Columbus' crew was a preview of things to come. It 
included an Englishman, two Blacks, an Irishman, a Jew, several Greeks 
9 
and Spaniards. 
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The United States of America is a nation composed of immigrants. 
Immigration was a creative force in the shaping of the American society. 
It must be remembered that migration, whether external or internal, has 
been the fundamental social process that created the United States.3 
In America, there had been a tendency to ignore and push aside the 
rich diversity of human expression until very recently. The monolingual 
and monocultural educational concept has traditionally ignored the cul¬ 
tural pluralism of American society. This dichotomy between the cul¬ 
tural pluralism of America, on the one hand, and the imposing conformity 
of monolingual and monocultural predominant society, on the other, is 
something that has never reconciled.^ 
It is of the utmost importance to understand the cultural plurali¬ 
ties as well as the linguistic diversities within these groups of immi¬ 
grants.^ 
This is true of the Puerto Rican and Chicano who share a similar 
language and culture, but who have been forced by the American education 
system to shed their vernacular. 
In spite of the pluralistic nature of the United States, the 
American educational system, with very few exceptions, has been con¬ 
trolled by the white Anglo-Saxon culture. 
The traditional objective of American public education has been to 
Americanize and indoctrinate. Historians cling to the discredited 
"melting pot" theory that claimed many immigrants came to America and 
became one people. The myth is that the public schools guaranteed social 
mobility, but the fact is that this institution has served to destroy 
3 
old cultural values, traditions, and the language of the newcomers. 
Today, the schools continue their destructive approach toward the elimi¬ 
nation of the languages of the non-English speaking student. 
The effort of the public schools has been toward maintaining a mono¬ 
lingual society that was contemptuous of other cultures. This kind of 
education is based on a very negative goal of exclusion. These were 
very serious problems in this kind of educational system. The most 
destructive consequence of a system such as this was that Spanish¬ 
speaking students in this country who were poor did not have an oppor¬ 
tunity to progress by means of an education. The most distressing 
aspect of the system's inability to educate the Puerto Rican pupil was 
the ubiquitous evidence that equal educational opportunity was not being 
provided to the students. The massive retardation in academic achieve¬ 
ment and the astronomical dropout rate were due to the fact that there 
was a lack of effective programs that could overcome the language bar¬ 
rier. These were all manifestations of the inequality of educational 
opportunities. 
Bilingual education programs were created as an answer to the chal¬ 
lenge of the students, concerned citizens, and communities who saw the 
need for adequate and relevant educational programs for the non-English 
speaking Hispanic students. In the New York City schools, this educa¬ 
tional approach was to be used as the tool which would deal with the 
inequities of the public school system. 
The existence of a Puerto Rican "problem" in the school system was 
recognized as early as 1938. In 1948, a report, entitled A Program of. 
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Education for Puerto Ricans in New York City, was published. This was 
the first systemwide effort to deal with problems of children of Puerto 
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Rican background. In recognition of the fact that something had to be 
done for Spanish-speaking children, a substitute auxiliary teacher posi¬ 
tion was established for qualified bilingual persons. 
In 1951, a report was presented to the Mayor's Committee on Puerto 
Rican Affairs in New York City, entitled "Puerto Rican Pupils in 
American Schools," written by Dr. Leonard Covello. 
Dr. Covello stated that the teaching body in schools with a large 
population of Puerto Rican students should communicate with pupils and 
parents in a common language.^ 
Serious and systematic attention was given to the problems of the 
Puerto Ricans in the 1953-57 "The Puerto Rican Study." It was an inten¬ 
sive study of the Puerto Rican children's experience in the public 
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schools of New York City. The study documented the difficulties of 
Puerto Ricans, particularly from two points of view: language handicaps 
and the relationship of schools to the Puerto Rican parent. One of the 
objectives of this research study had been to find effective methods for 
helping the Puerto Rican youngster adjust to the New York City culture. 
It concluded with 23 recommendations to remedy the difficulties. 
In 1960, only 13 percent of Puerto Rican men and women in New York 
City 25 years of age and older had completed either high school or more 
advanced education. Among New York's non-white population, 31.2 percent 
had completed high school. The white population did better with over 
40 percent completing high school.9 During this same time, more than 
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half (52.9 percent) of the Puerto Ricans in New York City 25 years of 
age and older had less than an eighth grade education. It was apparent, 
then, that the Puerto Rican youth, more than any other group, was 
severely handicapped in achieving an education in New York City.10 
Meanwhile, the aggravation of the Puerto Rican community was leading to 
increasing complaints and demands for innovation. The First Citywide 
Conference of the Puerto Rican Community took place in April, 1967, and 
it expressed deep indignation about the education of Puerto Rican chil¬ 
dren in the New York City school system. It submitted 32 recommenda¬ 
tions to the Mayor, and demanded action. Many of these were repetitions 
of the recommendations of "The Puerto Rican Study." The conference 
demanded bilingual programs, not simply as an instrument for learning 
English but as an instrument for developing and preserving the knowledge 
of Spanish among Puerto Rican children.11 In May of 1968, Aspira of 
America, Inc. conducted a nationwide conference on Puerto Rican educa¬ 
tion.12 This conference reiterated many of the complaints and recom¬ 
mendations of the First Citywide Conference of the Puerto Rican 
Community.12 Eleven years after The Puerto Rican Study, conference 
participants presented a discouraging picture of Puerto Rican education 
which indicated that instead of being corrected, the problem was getting 
14 worse. 
The New York City Board of Education simply recognized that it had 
a problem in educating the Spanish-dominant children, but made no sug¬ 
gestions or changes to meet their needs. No full-scale implementation 
15 
of The Puerto Rican Study was ever attempted. 
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By the 1960s, it was apparent that the educational system of the 
United States was not working for Hispanics, especially for the Puerto 
Ricans in New York City. It was quite obvious to the Puerto Rican com¬ 
munity, educators, and concerned individuals the necessity of discover¬ 
ing causes and remedies for the failure in academic performance and 
achievement of the Puerto Rican student. Widespread efforts in the 
early 1960s to incorporate bilingual education components into the 
American school curricula resulted in the enactment by Congress in 1967 
of the Bilingual Education Act (or Title VII of the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act). Although there is a long history associated 
with bilingual educational efforts in the United States, the contem¬ 
porary efforts in bilingual education have little relationship with 
earlier efforts.^ 
In the decade of the 1960s, the American educational system was 
challenged by the communities, educators, and concerned individuals who 
claimed that this system was not providing relevant education and 
services to its non-English speaking students. This was true of the 
Hispanic minorities, who expressed their deep indignation about the 
education of the Puerto Rican children.18 They demanded effective 
changes in curricula and programs, plus relevant instruction which 
they felt should reflect their basic needs. 
New York City has been home to most newly-arrived twentieth- 
century migrants. Puerto Ricans are no exception to the rule. They 
come to the United States mainland not for political or religious rea¬ 
sons, but purely economic.^ Twelve years after the United States took 
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Puerto Rico, in 1898, the census noted 1,513 Puerto Ricans on the main¬ 
land. By 1940, this figure had increased to 70,000; and in 1960, there 
were 720,000 Puerto Ricans living in the United States. Presently, 
there are nearly two million Puerto Ricans based in the continental 
United States, and a great percentage of them live in New York City.2(1 
The significance of education for employment in New York City is clearly 
seen in the report, "Labor Force Experience of Puerto Rican Workers."21 
The Puerto Rican community is the second largest Hispanic group 
in the United States mainland. The population of the Puerto Ricans 
achieved significant size after World War II, and incidence of poverty 
and unemployment was more severe than that of virtually any other ethnic 
group in the United States.22 Puerto Ricahs share the major concerns 
and problems of all their fellow Americans, particularly those whose 
language, culture, and/or skin color have caused them to be victims of 
discrimination. 
However, the facts confirm that Puerto Ricans comprise a distinct 
ethnic group, with concerns and priorities that frequently differ from 
those of other minorities, even other Spanish-heritage groups. (It is 
often overlooked, for example, that although Puerto Ricans, Cubans, 
Mexicans, and Dominicans share a common linguistic and cultural heri¬ 
tage, differences among them are as distinct as those among Americans, 
Australians, British, and other English-speaking peoples.) Puerto 
Ricans represent less than one percent of the continental United States 
population. But in New York City, 10 percent of the residents (and 
23 percent of the school children) are Puerto Ricans. Education has 
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been the goal many minority parents hope their children will reach, so 
they could then become part of the accepted group. Yet, for the Puerto 
Ricans, the hope of an adequate and relevant educational program for 
the non-English speaking student in the New York City schools has 
faded. Instead, their children are placed in schools that many say 
exhibit racism in areas like classroom organization. But, most impor¬ 
tant, the schools lack programs, teachers, or materials to meet the 
needs of non-English speaking children. Overcrowded conditions and 
understaffing, as well as poor teaching, may result in a lack of educa¬ 
tional excellence, along with school dropout or the reward of a general 
diploma which to many is a worthless item. Puerto Rican students drop 
out of school for a variety of reasons. While some drop out because 
they cannot keep up academically, this is by no means the sole reason. 
Other reasons for students dropping out of school include: they are 
bored, they found school unresponsive to their cultural backgrounds, or 
they felt compelled to obtain a job. 
Statement of the Problem 
The purpose of this study was to explore the extent to which the 
creation, development, and growth of bilingual education in the New York 
City school system has affected the achievement and performance of 
Puerto Rican students. Specifically, this study was concerned with the 
following: 
(1) The overall conditions and problems facing the 
Puerto Rican student, before the implementation of 
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bilingual education programs. 
(2) The conditions and factors leading to the creation 
and development of bilingual education at the New 
York City Board of Education. 
(3) Participants and their role in the creation and 
development of bilingual education in the New York 
City school system. 
(4) Examination of the problems confronting the Puerto 
Rican students in the New York City school system. 
(5) An analysis of the bilingual education programs 
within the frame of the overall objectives and fac¬ 
tors leading to their development. 
The secondary objective of this study was to explore the way in 
which the academic community, the students, and the Puerto Rican com¬ 
munity view the development of bilingual education programs at the New 
York City Board of Education. 
To achieve its objectives, the study proposed the following: 
(1) Through an examination of the pertinent literature, 
ascertain how the academic community has tradi¬ 
tionally rejected new disciplines; how public schools 
have tended to operate as private institutions to 
serve a selected population; how bilingual education 
programs are relevant to public education and 
research; and how bilingual education instruction 
fits into the scheme of educating. 
(2) Through the investigation by the researcher; inter¬ 
views with major participants in the development of 
bilingual education programs; and analysis of perti¬ 
nent documents, newspaper articles, related docu¬ 
mentation, questionnaires, and other research 
methods, answer the following questions: 
• Who were the major participants involved in 
the establishment of bilingual education 
programs at the New York City Board of 
Education? 
t What are the shared understanding, if any, 
concerning the objectives and methods to be 
pursued by the Board? 
• What policies, if any, were originally 
established concerning the selection of stu¬ 
dents, the recruitment of teaching staff, the 
design of the program, and the relationship 
with the community? 
• Which were the initial statistics, students, 
staff, budget, and programs? 
• What was the original reaction of the New York 
City school system, teaching community, and 
others to the establishment of the bilingual 
education programs? 
• Did they see a need in the establishment? 
• Did they feel they have academic value? 
• What was the reaction of the Puerto Rican 
community to the establishment of these pro¬ 
grams? 
• What changes, if any, have taken place in the 
stated objectives and organizational struc¬ 
ture of the program? 
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Limitations of the Study 
A few important factors constrain the design of the study which is 
based on a case study approach. In setting the parameters for the 
study, the different topics are blended with judgment, interpretation, 
and extrapolations. Other limitations include: (1) the study deals 
only with the Puerto Rican New Yorker as a minority group; (2) there is 
a dearth of adequate research, investigations, and materials; (3) the 
exploratory case study approach used will not be aimed at the total 
American educational system; and (4) the study is not designed to test 
hypothesis consisting of casual relationships between clearly defined 
or carefully controlled variables. Finally, this study, because of the 
nature of the constraints stated above, requires maximum flexibility in 
order to explore properly all of its component parts. 
Design of the Study 
The descriptive case study approach was used for this investiga¬ 
tion. Specifically, the case studies involved the Board of Education of 
the City of New York, the Office of Bilingual Education of the Board of 
Education, and several Public Schools that participated in the study. 
The historical period extends from the creation of bilingual education 
programs to 1984. This researcher was Director of Compensatory 
Education Programs and Administrator of Bilingual Education Programs at 
the Board of Education of the City of New York from 1968 to 1978, so 
she is a participant-observer. 
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This study explored the following topics: (1) major events lead- 
ing to the inception and the establishment of bilingual education pro¬ 
grams in the New York City school system; (2) foundational changes in 
the growth and development of bilingual education in the school system; 
and (3) an analysis of the affects and perceptions of the bilingual 
education programs by the teaching community, the students, and the 
Puerto Rican community. The primary sources of data on the discussing 
topic was the organized experience of the researcher as participant- 
observer, and interviews conducted with the Director of the Office of 
Bilingual Education for the New York City Board of Education, school 
administrators. Coordinator of Bilingual Education Programs, bilingual 
teachers, students, and community leaders. 
The study includes school documents, newspaper stories, and other 
pertinent documents. 
The data used in the discussion of the topic was derived from 
questionnaires filled out by a sample of the teaching community, stu¬ 
dents, and community leaders. 
Significance of the Study 
The study was designed with the idea of understanding how a disci¬ 
pline developed and was perceived within an academic educational system 
and what impact it would have on the system. The study, therefore, 
will be significant to the educational community and all those involved 
in the struggle for relevant and adequate educational programs for the 
non-English speaking students, specifically the Puerto Rican student. 
13 
The findings of the study will lend the educational authorities an 
awareness of a possible need for further development and improvement of 
this discipline by knowing what has happened within the educational 
system. Since the education system does not exist in a vacuum, the 
case study, furthermore, will serve to inform the educational system 
constituency and the community about the happenings and responsibilities 
each have played in the processes which led to the development of 
bilingual education in this urban setting. It has meaning to the Puerto 
Rican community since it may open new avenues through which it can 
accomplish its societal goals with a framework of equal educational 
opportunities. 
Organization of the Dissertation 
This study has been developed in five chapters. Chapter I 
describes the context of the dissertation; overview of the study; back¬ 
ground and statement of the problem; and limitations, design, and sig¬ 
nificance of the study. 
Chapter II encompasses a review of pertinent literature and his¬ 
torical facts leading to bilingual education. 
Chapter III explains the Puerto Rican New Yorker in the school sys¬ 
tem of New York City. 
Chapter IV elaborates on the findings and/or evaluations. 
Chapter V contains a summary of the study results on bilingual 
education and presents conclusions. 
14 
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CHAPTER II 
PART A: REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
In as much as this study will be involved with exploring the effect 
of bilingual education on the Puerto Ricans in the New York City school 
system, a review of the literature on bilingual education, literature on 
the Puerto Rican in New York City, and the effects of bilingual educa¬ 
tion on the Puerto Rican population in the New York City schools will 
be presented. An attempt to give a small sampling of works, studies, 
and reports concerning the areas of bilingual education and the Puerto 
Ricans in the educational system of New York City will also be pre¬ 
sented. 
Literature on Bilingual Education 
A review of the literture on bilingual education in New York City 
made it obvious that the concept that made up both theory and practice 
of bilingual education is not without controversy.1 
It was also apparent that critics attack bilingual education pro¬ 
grams on several grounds: they are inadequate or inefficient; and extra 
effort should not be made for Spanish-speaking children unless they are 
2 
made for other language minority children. 
Time Magazine3 indicated that Hispanic students who speak mostly 
Spanish at school and whose parents’ speak mostly Spanish at home will 
never really learn to compete in American society as a whole. 
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Over the years, the subject of bilingual education has been 
periodically in and out of favor with educators and the society at large. 
There have been pros and cons discussing the effects of bilingual educa¬ 
tion. For example, two of the most potent criticisms of bilingual edu¬ 
cation have been that it fails to provide students of limited English- 
speaking ability with the requisite English skills and that such pro¬ 
grams foster ethnic separateness.^ 
Some opponents of bilingual education argue that English has always 
been the official language of the United States, and that other groups 
had learned English, so why not Hispanics.5 
As a starting point, it should be noted that the United States has 
no official language. In a letter to the editor of The New York Times, 
dated December 11, 1978, Mr. Manual DaSilva, President of Portuguese- 
American Communications, Inc., posed this question to Vice President 
Walter Mondale. After three weeks of search and research, the Vice 
President replied through his staff assistant that "we have not been 
able to find any law which states that English must be the official 
language of the United States." 
Secondly, this argument speaks to those immigrant groups who volun¬ 
tarily chose to come to the United States and become a part of the 
American mainstream. This has not been the case with other groups, who 
became part of American society as a result of land acquisition and/or 
war separations. These groups include: (a) the French-speaking Cajun 
of Louisiana; (b) the Spanish-speaking residents of territory acquired 
by the Treaty of Gaudalupe-Hidalgo of the Mexican-American War; (c) the 
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Chinese labor force who were transported to work on the railroad; 
(d) the Aleutian Eskimo and Indian language users residing in Alaska' 
(e) the Spanish-speaking Puerto Ricans annexed by the Treaty of Paris of 
1901; and (f) some others, such as Cubans, Vietnamese, and Russian (Jews) 
refugees. Many of these immigrants became citizens unintentionally. The 
Puerto Ricans had citizenship thrust upon them in 1917 before America 
entered World War I.® 
Bilingual education has been a part of this country since the first 
wave of immigrants arrived on American shores. 
Anderson and Boyer, in Bilingual Schooling in the United States, 
best illustrate nineteenth and twentieth century practice in bilingual 
education.^ The heyday of the public bilingual schools was before the 
Civil War. In the period of the great migration to the United States 
(cira 1860-1920), the children of immigrants found American schools 
inhospitable and largely alien. "In the efforts to respond to the 
immigrant child, it is important to note at the outset that no overall 
programs were developed to aid any particular immigrant group. 
Although there was little agreement as to what Americanization was, the 
schools were committed to Americanize (and to Anglicize) their 
O 
charges. 
Joshua Fishman has done us all a great service in building a more 
positive image of the immigrant. He brought to light a facet of the 
immigrant's life in this country which has remained unknown and 
unheralded even by historians and immigrants, let alone historians of 
America. He has demonstrated the importance of seeing the immigrant as 
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one who brought with him or her in his or her native language a pearl 
of great price. He has portrayed the efforts of immigrants to maintain 
their linguistic identity against overwhelming odds.9 
Bi 1 ingual-bicultural education is a comprehensive educational 
approach which should involve more than just imparting English skills. 
A major aspect of bi 1 ingual-bicultural education is inclusion in the 
curriculum of the child's historical, literary, and cultural traditions 
for the purposes of strengthening identity and sense of belonging and 
making the instructional program easier to grasp. This is how 
bilingual-bicultural education provides equal educational opportunity. 
Emphasis is placed on the most important elements in any educational 
program fostering self concept and developing cognition, language, 
expression, reading, and English skills.^ 
One of the most controversial movements in American education over 
the past decade has been bilingual education. Viewed in its totality, 
bilingual education is a national phenomenon which has numerous ramifi¬ 
cations throughout the entire gamut of schooling. Unlike many other 
school programs, it raises questions of social policy which invite, 
indeed require, the attention of people inside and outside the field of 
education. In short, bilingual education mobilizes, for better or for 
worse, a significant cross section of United States society. 
The criticisms and opposition to the concept of bilingual educa¬ 
tion which, to date, had simmered quietly have recently been intensi¬ 
fied and brought to the open. The criticisms, whether they be 
invidious or benign, reflect two important and continuing problems: 
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first, the lack of consensus about the philosophy, goals, and expecta¬ 
tions for programs of bi 1 ingual-bicultural education; and second, the 
shallow nature of the "root system" which supports the concept, 
politically, in our educational institutions and in terms of public sup¬ 
port.^ 1 
Educators have known for many years that language minority children 
have difficulty in succeeding in English monolingual schools. As early 
as 1930, it was documented that, in Texas, average dropout rates were 
higher for Mexican-American children than for either Black or white stu¬ 
dents, and that most Mexican-American children never progressed beyond 
1 ? third grade. 
The Puerto Ricans, as early as 1938, noted the difficulties of the 
Puerto Rican child in the New York City schools. In 1946, a committee 
to study the report on educational adjustments of the Puerto Ricans in 
the schools was appointed by Dr. Paul Kennedy, then President of the 
New York City Association of Assistant Superintendents.14 
In 1951, a Mayor's Committee on Puerto Rican Affairs in New York 
City was convened to consider the needs of Puerto Rican pupils;1^ 
and in 1953, Dr. Leonard Covello articulated various proposals on the 
needs of Puerto Ricans in the schools.1^ Also, in 1953, the New York 
City Board of Education presented in booklet form the results of a study 
initiated by its Division of Curriculum Development. It indicated a new 
awareness of the importance of using Spanish in instructing Puerto Rican 
children of the need for knowledge of Puerto Rcian cultural backgrounds, 
and of the need for bilingual teachers.17 But it equally made clear 
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the critical need for a fully developed educational program for Puerto 
Rican children; and it served as a prologue to The Puerto Rican Study, 
which was initiated in 1953.10 
The Puerto Rican Study 
The Puerto Rican Study (1953-1957), for its time, was one of the 
most generously funded educational studies.19 The Fund for the 
Advancement of Education provided a grant-in-aid for a half-million 
dollars and contributions equivalent in amounts authorized by the Board 
of Education made the study a vital operation in the school system.20 
The Puerto Rican Study was unquestionably the fullest study ever made of 
the Puerto Rican educational experience on the mainland; and, in a 
sense, it remains one of the most comprehensive statements not only of 
the Puerto Rican school experience but of the education of the non- 
English speaking minority child in American schools. The Puerto Rican 
Study's objectives were clearly stated: a four-year inquiry into the 
education and adjustment of the Puerto Rican pupils in the public 
schools of New York City. While the study was focused on the public 
schools in New York City, it was planned and conducted with the belief 
that the findings might be useful to all schools, public and private, 
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that were trying to serve the children from Spanish language cultures. 
The Puerto Rican Study concluded with 23 recommendations particularly 
from two points of view, language handicaps and the relationship of the 
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schools to Puerto Rican parents. 
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Much of what the study recommended appears again in the New York 
City Board of Education pamphlet review in 1965.24 As such, it is an 
invaluable document in American educational historiography, with all of 
the contemporary relevancies which the 1960s have defined (and continu¬ 
ing into the 1970s) with reference to ethnicity, the minority child, the 
contexts of poverty, and the educational needs of the "disadvantaged" 
child. 
The Puerto Rican Study was ignored and its neglect may be due to 
its appearance before the advent of the Johnsonian antipoverty programs 
of the 1960s with their educational components. No full-scale implemen¬ 
tation of The Puerto Rican Study was attempted.2^ 
Much of the effort on behalf of the educational needs of Puerto 
Rican children in the 1960s must be viewed and understood in the light 
of the massive federal interventions in education largely initiated by 
the entactment of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (E.S.E.A.) 
of 1965, and its subsequent amendments. 
The passage by Congress in 1968 of the Bilingual Act (itself, 
Title VII of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act) reaffirmed and 
strengthened many of the recommendations of The Puerto Rican Study, even 
though the study had largely fallen into undeserved neglect. The strug¬ 
gle for a national bilingual education act represented a continuing 
fight against the ethnocentric rejection of the use of native languages 
26 in the instruction of non-English speaking children. 
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Factors Leading to Bilingual Education 
Bilingual education is perhaps the greatest educational priority 
today in bilingual communities. Its aim is to include children, not 
exclude them. It is neither a "remedial" program, nor does it seek to 
"compensate" children for their supposed "deficiencies." It views such 
children as advantaged, not disadvantaged, and seeks to develop 
bilingualism as a precious asset, rather than to stigmatize it as a 
defect. There are also strong arguments supporting the pedagogical 
soundness of bilingual education. Bilingualism is nothing new in the 
American educational experience and much of its difficulty has stemmed 
from the fact that the dominant Anglo-Saxon, English-speaking citizens 
were never prepared to cope with the multilingual population which came 
OO 
to the new nation from all parts of the world. ° 
"Language gives a people its sense of unity and brings in its path 
a whole complex of elements that go into the making of a peoplehood." 
Furthermore, "it brings into play the remembrance of past heroes and 
events of history, the customs, laws which regulate conflicts of 
interest and help to maintain the peace, and folkways which include 
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characteristics forms of esthetic self-expression. 
The U. S. Office of Education in 1969 estimated that five million 
children attending public schools "spoke a language other than English 
in their home and neighborhood." Increasing evidence revealed an almost 
total failure of the monocultural and monolingual school systems to pro¬ 
vide for these children's educational needs. For these groups, 
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particularly Spanish-speakers, the lack of response from the educational 
institution has meant frequent social and economic failure. In New York 
City alone, more than a quarter million Puerto Rican children attend the 
public schools. The estimated dropout (or pushout) rate for these chil¬ 
dren had been put as high as 85 percent. Of those who survived to 
attain eighth grade, 60 percent were three to five years below reading 
level. Nor was the plight of thousands of Puerto Rican children any 
better in the schools of Bridgeport (Connecticut), Chicago (Illinois), 
Philadelphia (Pennsylvania), or Newark, Hoboken, or Patterson (New 
Jersey). In "The Losers," a report on Puerto Rican education in those 
cities, Richard Margolis writes: "Relatively speaking, the longer a 
Puerto Rican child attends public school, the less he learns."^0 
Between two and three million Spanish-speaking children attended 
school in five Southwestern states where, as Stan Steiner shows in 
La Raza, the schools serve only to "de-educate" any child who happens 
not to be middle class. More than a third of the Spanish-speaking chil¬ 
dren in New Mexico's schools were in the first grade, and over half of 
those in grades above the first grade were two years or more below 
average for their level. Chicanos were still being put into classes 
for the mentally retarded on the basis of intelligence tests adminis¬ 
tered only in English. Statistics relating to the education of the 
more than 200,000 Indian children in public or Bureau of Indian Affairs 
schools were equally dismal. The Indian dropout rates were high. In 
Minneapolis, where some 10,000 Indians live, the Indian dropout rate was 
more than 60 percent. In the state of Washington, Muckleshoot children 
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were automatically retained an extra year in the first grade; and 
Mook-Sack Indians were automatically placed in slow-learners classes. 
Until very recently, Americans were in a society that was lacking 
in the richness of languages. The American society, and especially the 
school system, was missing the opportunities that come from knowing more 
than one language. Through language, there comes understanding of peo¬ 
ple and their culture. This could open doors to the commercial world, 
to jobs in other countries, and to diplomatic service. These opportuni¬ 
ties are, at present, being enjoyed by only some Americans. The scope 
of these opportunities are limited in certain areas due to language and 
cultural barriers. 
One of the first problems faced by the immigrant, aside from sur¬ 
vival problems, concerned language. The traditional approach stressed 
learning English as quickly as possible, so that the rest of the process 
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leading to Americanization could occur. 
One would be accepted once one was "Americanized." Essential in 
this approach is the overt discouragement of using one's native 
language. Children and future generations were not encouraged to use 
the language.33 There has been considerable ongoing disagreement over 
which qualities go toward making a "good American." Language is so 
closely identified with nationality that, in the past, it was incon¬ 
ceivable for a person to speak a language other than English and also 
pledge allegiance to the United States. And although the melting-pot 
myth is not as often held up as a model, the old assimilationist idea 
of a Teddy Roosevelt still feels prejudice against those who speak a 
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different language.3^ People often have strong social attitudes toward 
language, both their own and that of others, which need to be recog¬ 
nized in the instructional process. These attitudes, in turn, have an 
important influence on behavior, including that of teachers, parents, 
and administrators, as well as students. 
Although social and cultural factors may be of overriding impor¬ 
tance in many aspects of bilingual education, even these factors are 
significantly reflected in language. Language exerts a very powerful 
effect on both the cognitive and affective aspects of learning. This 
fact is often overlooked by educators, however, because language is so 
very much the hidden dimension of instruction, unrecognized because, 
like the air we breathe, it appears to be simply a transparent medium 
through which we communicate.33 
The Importance of Language 
Language is more than a means of communication. Some linguists 
have indicated that it determines our thought patterns. But we do not 
need to go as far as this to realize that to a people, language brings 
into play an entire range of experience and attitudes toward life which 
can be either immensely satisfying and comforting or, if imposed from 
without, threatening and forbidding. From a central government's stand¬ 
point, a common language forges a similarity of attitude and values 
which can have important unifying aspects, while different languages 
tend to divide and make direction from the center more difficult. The 
United States is no exception; it has been concerned with balancing the 
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role that a non-national mother tongue plays for its citizenry. On the 
other hand, productive and harmonizing effects result from the comfort 
obtained in the course of its use by members somewhat alien to the cul¬ 
ture of the dominant society, and by the divisive potential brought on 
by its retention and strengthening. 
If minority language usage can breed problems, its suppression by 
public authority leads to bitterness.36 The difficulties have been most 
clearly seen in the school system, where the question to the exclusion 
of other languages has been a constant issue. One reason schools were 
failing in their responsibility to these children was that they offer 
only one curriculum, only one way of doing things, designed to meet the 
needs of only one group of children. If a child did not fit the mold, 
so much the worse for him or her. It is the child who is different, 
hence deficient; it is the child who must change to meet the needs of 
the school.3^ Against such lack of understanding and coordinated effort 
on behalf of the children of the poor or different ethnic background 
and language, the child was blamed. It was in the earlier experience 
of the Puerto Rican child that the educational failure of this and other 
minority groups was viewed and understood. 
The pattern of the past in most American public schools was to treat 
all children more or less the same regardless of their ethnic origins. 
Ethnicity was largely ignored in the construction of school programs and 
curricula. Children from families that came from all over the world 
were thrust into an English-speaking school environment with little or 
no consideration given to their ethnic or lingual origins. The general 
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program was designed to move children into the mainstream of American 
life as soon as possible and the public schools were viewed as instru¬ 
ments in that process. School authorities, teachers, and parents were 
in general agreement that this was the proper approach.08 
The immigrant child was the child of his or her own immigrant sub¬ 
community within the American city in which his or her parents had 
settled. The child was securely related to an organized social life 
which largely duplicated the customs and mores which his or her parents 
had transplanted to America. It was the school which saw its role essen¬ 
tially as one of enforced assimilation.00 
Everywhere these people (immigrants) tend to settle in groups or 
settlements and to set up their own national manners, customs, and 
observances. Our task is to break up these groups and settlements, to 
assimilate and amalgamate these people as a part of the American race, 
and to implant in their children, so far as can be done, the Anglo-Saxon 
conception of righteousness, law, order, and popular government, and to 
awaken in them reverence for our democratic institutions and for those 
things which we as people hold to be of abiding worth.40 "To the immi¬ 
grant child, the public school was the first step away from his or her 
past, a means by which he or she could learn to assume the characteris¬ 
tics necessary for the long climb upward."4^ The first New York City 
superintendent of schools, William A. Maxwell, addressed himself to the 
major problems of the expansion of facilities, the opening of more kin¬ 
dergartens, the uniformity of an eight-year elementary school, and the 
establishment of manual training schools. To the problems of 
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urbanization (20,000 to 40,000 new students had to be accommodated each 
year) was added the increasing patterns of heavy immigration.42 
The Non-English Speaking Child in the 
New York City School System 
It was against the background of these problems that the immigrant 
child presented him/herself to the public schools. In New York City, 
the population was either foreign born or of foreign parentage. For the 
schools, the non-English speaking child presented still another dimen- 
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sion to overwhelming problems. More symptomatic than any other 
factor of the general malaise of the school was the pervasive phenomenon 
of the average pupil who was classed under the rubric "retardation" with 
all of its negative connotations. 
Julia Richman, district superintendent in New York City School 
District No. 2 and No. 3, was particularly responsive to the needs of immi¬ 
grant children. She experimented with a new system of individual promo¬ 
tion (in essence, graded patterns of instruction) for community liaison 
and support.44 In 1903, Julia Richman conducted an investigation in her 
school district to determine why so many children who applied to leave 
school were not at the fifth grade level (legally, children could leave 
school by age 14); and she maintained that the nearest indication of the 
failure of the schools was in the large numbers of children desiring to 
leave school for employment at age 14. Ms. Richman found that pupils 
who were not progressing could be classified as follows: (1) foreign- 
born children longer than one year in the city who were unwisely 
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classified and too slowly promoted; (2) children who were turned away 
from school or kept for years on waiting lists in the days when the 
principals had that privilege; (3) children "run out of school" for mis¬ 
conduct; (4) children excluded because of contagion in the days when 
medical personnel and nurses were not able to control this situation; 
(5) children who had been neglected in classes where substitutes were 
placed in charge of afternoon part-time classes; (6) disorderly chil¬ 
dren; (7) truants; (8) defective (mental or physical); and (9) children 
whose individual needs were overlooked when promotions were made.45 
On the basis of these findings, Julia Richman received permission from 
the Board of Superintendents to form special classes for these children 
in which a simplified and individualized course of study was to be used. 
Only the absolute essentials demanded by the compulsory attendance law 
were to be taught.45 Although the special classes gave principals and 
teachers considerable latitude in dealing with the problems of immigrant 
children, no effort was made to change the basic course of study in the 
regular classes to which these children eventually moved. Out of mount¬ 
ing criticism that the New York City school curriculum was inflexible, 
and not geared to the wide variety of needs exhibited by the children, 
came recommendations for industrial education, for vast curricular 
reforms (largely unmet), and the creation of schools for incorrigible 
boys.47 That the public schools in New York City were unable, or 
unwilling, to meet the challenge of immigrant children is readily 
apparent in the paucity of the concepts and programs which were 
fashioned; in the few educational reforms (e.g., Julia Richman) who 
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responded constructively to the multitude of challenges, particularly 
in the continuing criticism of the schools by a host of lay reformers; 
and in the variety of non-school agencies which were created to meet the 
very real problems which the schools ignored. The Public Education 
Association (P.E.A.) of New York City formulated a conception of the 
public school as a "legatee institution" whose responsibility (as the 
Public Education Association saw it) was the entire problem of child 
life. Central in the community mosaic of the Urban Settlement House 
was provision for all those identities which poor youth sought and were 
denied in the schools.^ 
The schools reflected the attitudes prevalent at the time of the 
great immigrations which, in essence, held that the immigrant was a one- 
generation problem. 
Assimilation was an educational process, and if immigrant children 
got a "good" education, the parent then would be assimilated with them. 
In the process, parents and community were neglected, if not ignored. 
If New York City was typical, the urban schools provided no systemwide 
policy which dealt with the educational needs of immigrant children; 
and where programs were fashioned to meet these needs, there was no 
attempt made to differentiate between immigrant groups. Instead, chil- 
n 50 dren were lumped under the rubrics "native born" or "foreign born. 
The earlier Americanization policies, by and large, denied or 
neglected the strength of, and the values in, the foreign culture of 
immigrant groups. The concept of Americanization was based upon the 
assumption that foreigners and foreign ideas and ways were a threat to 
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American political-economic-social stability, and security. The infil¬ 
tration of foreign culture, it was feared, would eventually bring about 
a deterioration of the American "way of life." Programs were designed, 
therefore, to suppress or eliminate all that was conceived of as 
"foreign" and to impose upon the immigrant a cultural uniformity with an 
American pattern.51 
In peopling the American continent and the creation of a democratic 
society, the schools have served as a basic vehicle of cohesion; in the 
transmission of a society's values, the American schools have ministered 
to children who brought with them myriad cultures and a multiplicity of 
tongues. More often than not (almost always in the urban immigrant 
citadels), the American school found its children in poverty and neg¬ 
lect; increasingly, the schools recognized that their success in the 
absorption of the child lay not only in meeting his or her cognitive 
needs, but equally in confronting the reality of the social context in 
which the child was found. 
The American School 
The vast literature on the schools and poor children has been 
assembled. The children of poverty have been described euphemistically 
as "culturally deprived," "disadvantaged," "disaffected," "alienated," 
and "socially unready." Vet, what most educational historians have not 
seen and not recorded is the continuing historical confrontation of 
American social institutions and the poor.5^ The American "common 
school" evolved in a free society to train citizens to live adequately 
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in a republican society and to exercise effectively the prerogative 
of citizenship--and in the process, it encountered many difficulties. 
The greatest of these difficulties lay in its treatment of the "minority 
child" whose minority status was affirmed by his or her cultural, ethnic, 
religious, and linguistic differences, and all related to his or her 
presence in a social sector of severe socioeconomic disadvantagement. 
In its efforts to assimilate all of its changes, the American 
school assaulted the cultural identity of the child. It forced him or 
her to leave his or her ancestral language at the schoolhouse door. It 
developed in the child a haunting ambivalence of language, of culture, 
of ethnicity, and of personal self-affirmation. It held up to its chil¬ 
dren mirrors in which they saw not themselves, but the stereotype 
middle-class, white, English-speaking child, who embodied the essences 
of what the American child was (or ought) to be. For the minority child, 
the images which the school fashioned were cruel deceptions. In the 
enforced acculturation, there were bitterness and confusion. But 
tragically, too, there was the rejection of the wellsprings of the 
European immigrant which, in substance, is exactly analogous to the 
53 ghettoization of the Negro, Puerto Rican, and Mexican-American poor. 
In the course of the past quarter-century, the bilingual child in 
America, in the main, has been Spanish-speaking. They are encountered 
in growing numbers in the classrooms of American schools. In the major 
cities of the United States at the present time, it is the Spanish¬ 
speaking child (Mexican-American or Puerto Rican) who is the bilingual 
child, almost inevitably found in a context of poverty and reflecting a 
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constellation of unmet myriad needs. 
The schools, if only because of the sensitivity of their role, 
measured their success sparingly. It increasingly became apparent that 
if the schools truly were to be successful, they would have to build on 
the strengths which the children brought with them--on ancestral pride, 
on native language, and on the multiplicity of needs and identities 
which the community of the children afforded.^ 
In the confrontation of the problems faced by Mexican-American and 
Puerto Rican children, educators have not been without specific pro¬ 
posals. If one allows for those essential differences which relate to 
the history of both groups and their relationships vis-a-vis the domi¬ 
nant American society, the major problem presented to the American 
schools has been the legacy of poverty and the context of debilitating 
deprivation in which the children are found. In this sense, it cannot 
be reiterated too strongly that the Spanish-speaking child is not unlike 
the child of poverty who presented him/herself to the American school 
in other eras. It is not that the school is inadequate to the needs of 
these children; the tragedy lies in the failure to use the experiences 
gained by the schools, and the lessons learned, in the decades past. 
A persistent theme in all of the literature on the bilingual pro¬ 
gram is an absolute necessity for the school to build on the cultural 
strengths which the child brought to the classroom: to cultivate in 
him or her ancestral pride; to reinforce (not destroy) the language he 
or she natively speaks; to capitalize on the bicultural situation, to 
plan bilingual instruction in Spanish and English for the 
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Spanish-speaking child in the cultivation of his or her inherent 
strengths; to make use of a curriculum that reflects Spanish (and Puerto 
Rican) as well as American traditions; and to retain as teachers those 
trained and identified with both cultures. Only through such education, 
the literature states, can the Spanish-speaking child be given the sense 
of personal identification so essential to his or her educational matura¬ 
tion. 
In 1960, the non-English language resources of the United States 
were undoubtedly smaller than they had been a decade or two previously. 
Yet, few countries in the world have greater resources for providing at 
least an adequate education to children than does the United States. 
Countries, such as Sweden, Switzerland, and France, with lesser means 
have recognized the ineffectiveness of attempting to educate children of 
diverse linguistic backgrounds in a language they cannot comprehend. 
Moreover, many countries rich in cultural resources have understood the 
mark of a truly educated individual to be one who can communicate beyond 
linguistic and cultural barriers. Such countries have provided bilingual 
schooling for their educated elite as well as for their diverse linguis¬ 
tic populations for many years. In the United States, however, 
heightened civil rights awareness was required to arouse strong senti¬ 
ment among groups concerning the educational needs of language minority 
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children. 3 
Although bilingual education seems, at first blush, like a rather 
recent phenomenon, a closer and longer look reveals its historical 
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vicissitudes. 
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Bilingual education is admittedly less easily defined than vicissi¬ 
tudes. The typical definition, "instruction using two languages as 
media of instruction," obscures a wide range of philosophical and pro¬ 
grammatic differences. The researcher identified more than 400 types 
of bilingual education, depending on such factors as goals of the pro¬ 
gram (e.g., assimilation or pluralism), extent of subject matter taught 
through each language, etc. 
History of Bilingual Education in the 
United States 
The history of bilingual education and of the laws affecting it 
begins in the early 1800s rather than, as many think, in the mid-1960s. 
An estimated one million children attended bilingual programs in public 
schools during the nineteenth century, not to mention the continuing 
tradition which started even earlier in sectarian schools. These were, 
for example, German-English public bilingual schools in several mid- 
western states, French-English programs in Louisiana, and Spanish- 
English programs in New Mexico prior to the Civil War. Most of the early 
school laws and administrative policies were silently permissive as to 
the language of instruction. However, as a result of increasing immigra¬ 
tion, anti-Catholicism, and nationalism, a wave of "English-only" legis- 
57 lation began to form toward the end of the century. 
World War I killed public bilingual schools in the United States 
and injured it in private schools, notwithstanding two restraining reac¬ 
tions by the U. S. Supreme Court. Since World War I, the decision of 
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Nebraska (1923) vs. Tokushige (1927) lost their immediacy. On the one 
hand, the number of students in private schools with non-English instruc¬ 
tion decreased considerably. In many states, the right to cultivate the 
language of the minorities in private schools was restricted to language 
and religion classes. 
Since the passage of the Bilingual Education Act in 1968, the prob¬ 
lem of bilingual schools, buried and almost forgotten since World War I, 
gained new significance. The passage of the Title VII Amendment to the 
Elementary and Secondary Education Act of 196588 brought to the fore¬ 
front policy issues and ideological differences which had been dormant 
for several decades. One of the most intriguing aspects of bilingual 
education is the diversity of ideologies relating to its ultimate mis¬ 
sion and goals. The fundamental goal of a federally-supported bilingual 
education program is to enable children whose dominant language is other 
than English to develop competitive proficiency in English so that they 
can function successfully in the educational and occupational institu¬ 
tions of the large society. This view of the federal goals regards the 
use of the home language and reinforcement of its culture and heritage 
as a necessary and appropriate means of reaching the desired end of 
giving children from the various language groups proficiency in the 
dominant language, and not as ends in themselves.8^ The Act may fairly 
be called a national response to the Spanish-speaker1s struggle for 
social justice. It was intelligently and ambiguously worded to give 
equal comfort to those who wanted bilingual education to be a mere one¬ 
way bridge to English and to those who hoped it might be extended into 
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the secondary schools to maintain and develop full competence and 
literary in Spanish and other non-English tongues. Also, out of politi¬ 
cal expediency, and most unfortunately in the view of those who saw each 
of the languages as the chief manifestation and instrument of a culture 
and a people, the Act included a poverty criterion for use in identify¬ 
ing its beneficiaries. 
The thrust for bilingual education stems largely from frustration. 
The passing of the Bilingual Education Act of 1968 was seen as a possi¬ 
ble remedy for the ills of the non-English speaking child. This group 
of students (who, during the late 1960s, were academic failures, were 
handicapped by a language barrier in the classroom, whose native 
language was not English, and who had difficulty comprehending English) 
significantly impeded successful school performance.61 
There was a need for some special approach that could help these 
Puerto Rican children achieve in the public schools of New York City. 
Based on 1970 data, 84 percent of those children with English language 
difficulty were enrolled in the New York City public school system. 
Although large numbers of these pupils came from homes where the domi¬ 
nant language was Italian, French (mostly Haitian-Creole), Chinese, or 
Greek, the overwhelming majority were Puerto Ricans from Spanish- 
speaking homes. 
Puerto Rican pupils in New York City, in the opinion of the State 
Board of Regents, were the lowest in reading, highest in dropout rates, 
and weakest in academic preparation of all pupils in New York State. A 
study by the Puerto Rican Educators Association (presented to the 
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Fleischmann Commission) reported that "the most outstanding characteris¬ 
tic of reading achievement compared to ethnicity was that schools with 
predominant numbers of Puerto Rican students have the worse reading 
scores in the City." A close look at the Regents' examination scores 
and graduation records for Puerto Rican pupils enrolled in selective 
high schools showed that "large numbers of Puerto Ricans and other 
Spanish-speaking students were ineligible for a quality diploma." 
Almost one-fourth of the total Puerto Rican high school enrollment in 
1970 was classified as having difficulty with the English language. 
Another study by the Board of Education of New York City reported that 
high schools with large percentages of Puerto Rican students had higher 
truancy rates than other schools. The rates ran as high as 45 percent 
at Benjamin Franklin High School (now Manhattan Center).63 Previous 
efforts to improve instruction for Puerto Rican students had been ini¬ 
tiated by school administrators. A program proposal, prepared in 
1946-47, stated as one of its recommendations to hire more Spanish¬ 
speaking personnel. There were too few in number.6^ 
In examining the literature on the Puerto Rican child in the New 
York City schools, it was evident that this group of students had 
serious problems. In 1953, The Puerto Rican Study was started and it 
gathered information until 1957. It was the fullest study ever made of 
the Puerto Ricans in the New York City school system. It was a compre¬ 
hensive statement; yet, no full-scale implementation of the recommenda¬ 
tions was ever attempted. 
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In the late 1960s, the problems of the non-English speaking students 
were still not being met by the regular school program. Parents and com¬ 
munity groups presented the concept of bilingual education as a possible 
solution. Unlike any other school program, it raised questions of 
social policy, which require the attention of people mobilizing for bet¬ 
ter or for worse. 
The passage of the Bilingual Education Act of 1968 (Title VII) was 
a battle won against the ethnocentric rejection of the use of the home 
language as the language of instruction. It also provided for a pro¬ 
gram that would teach history and culture using the child's dominant 
language. If minority language usage can breed problems, its suppres¬ 
sion leads to bitterness. Until now, the immigrant child and the Puerto 
Rican child were forced into assimilation. The schools had failed to 
meet the challenge of the immigrant student. 
The Americanization of school policies denied and neglected the 
strength of, and values of, the immigrant group. The Bilingual 
Education Act brought a fundamental goal to enable children whose domi¬ 
nant language was not English to develop proficiency in English while 
they continued with their studies in their native language. 
PART B: HISTORICAL FACTS LEADING TO 
BILINGUAL EDUCATION 
Bilingualism in schools is an accepted concept in many countries. 
The use of more than one language is common in Europe, Asia, and in parts 
of South America. In the United States, many people have forgotten that 
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at one time more than one language was used in the schools. There was 
a time when German was one of the languages used for instruction; 
French was also used; and in the Southwest, Spanish. Yet, our ideas of 
uniting the nation brought about a monolingual approach to education, 
and those languages which represented a hold on the past were soon for¬ 
gotten. English became the language of America. More than that, it 
became the sole language of instruction, whether the students understood 
it or not. Until very recently, we saw ourselves in a society that was 
lacking in the richness of diverse languages. The American society, and 
especially the school system, missed the opportunities that come from 
knowing more than one language. Through language, there comes under¬ 
standing of people and their culture, which opens doors to the commer¬ 
cial world, to jobs in other countries, and to diplomatic service. We 
destroyed or ignored a natural resource vested in each child that 
entered our schools able to use a language other than English. 
These opportunities are, at present, being enjoyed by too few 
American students. The scope of these opportunities are limited in 
certain areas due to diverse language and cultural ignorance. 
The fact that so few Americans command any language other than 
English is largely a result of educational limitation, cultural pro¬ 
vincialism, and the absence of pragmatic utility for bilingualism, 
rather than an outgrowth of any conscious attachment to English. Given 
the lack of ethnic and linguistic awareness roundabout them, the 
linguistic facility and interest of immigrants steadily diminished 
or atrophied once they had painlessly and unconsciously accepted the 
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American dream. 
There has always been some immigrants who viewed themselves 
explicitly as the preservers and saviors of their old country languages 
and heritages. These language loyalists founded political groups, 
schools, choral and dramatic societies, and literary and scholarly 
associations. The tradition of struggling for linguistic and cultural 
self-maintenance is not a new one on American shores, even if not a par¬ 
ticularly successful one. 
The future of ethnicity and of language maintenance in America is 
a function of the kind of America we would like to see. A lack of 
attention--indeed a repression from awareness--has characterized our 
reaction to the efforts of minority cultural groups to maintain and 
develop their particular heritage as vibrant (rather than as ossified 
or makeshift) lifeways. Only recently has a change of heart and a 
change of mind become noticeable. 
Bilingual education can be considered one of the most noteworthy 
movements in the American educational system. Bilingual education is an 
instructional program in which two languages, English and the native 
tongue (of the non-English speaking student), are used as mediums of 
instruction and in which the cultural background of the student is 
incorporated into the curriculum. The United States always has had 
minority groups with different languages and cultures. History shows 
that the United States is a nation of immigrants. The nation has 
changed and minority groups' perception of their own needs and their 
own goals has changed as well. Originally, immigrants not only sought 
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a better life for their children but they sought to become part of the 
melting pot. They had little choice. The Irish, the Italians, and the 
Jews all went through years of combatting discrimination. They were 
forced to enter the assimilation process as much as they themselves 
desired to be part of it. In their private lives, some maintained their 
heritage, culture, and, in fewer cases, their native language; but it 
was maintained more often against the mores of society rather than with 
the aid of institutions.*^ 
The history of bilingual education in the United States dates to 
1840 in this country. It can be divided into two main parts: 
pre-World War I and post-1963. 
First Segment: Public Elementary Schools 
Phase I: 1839-1880: German was admitted as a medium of 
teaching in Texas, Minnesota, and Wisconsin; French in Louisiana; and, 
since 1848, Spanish in New Mexico. The heyday of the public bilingual 
school was before the Civil War. 
Phase II: 1880-1917: There were German-English bilingual 
schools in Cincinnati, Indianapolis, Baltimore, New Ulm, Minnesota, 
and in an unknown number of rural places. In other schools, German was 
taught as a subject. 
Second Segment: Non-Public Schools 
Phase I: (Before 1800): German schools flourished throughout 
the country. Also, this period saw the beginning of many French schools 
in New England and Scandinavian and Dutch schools in the Midwest. These 
schools were non-English schools; English was taught as a subject. 
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—ase 11: (After 1880): This period saw French and 
Scandinavian schools as well as founding parochial schools for Catholic 
newcomers (i.e., Poles, Lithuanians, and Slovaks).68 
The efforts suggest a very limited range in the rapidly developing 
American public schools of the period. In the period of the great 
migrations to the United States, the children of immigrants found 
American schools alien to their needs. Rebirth of bilingual schooling 
occurred in an effort to meet the educational needs of the children of 
the Cubans who poured into Miami (Florida) at the rate of some 3,000 a 
month into the Dade County, Florida schools. In 1963, schools undertook 
a completely bilingual program in grades one, two, and three at the 
Coral Way Elementary School in Miami (Florida), with plans to move up 
one grade each year. By the end of the first year, the bilingual pro¬ 
gram had won almost unanimous approval and two other schools in Dade 
County offered bilingual schooling. The Dade County Bilingual Program 
was the first public elementary school program in 1963, which was the 
beginning of this second period of bilingual schooling in the United 
States. In 1964, two other programs were launched in Texas, followed 
by New Mexico in 1965, and some more districts in Texas and California. 
All these bilingual education programs were geared for children whose 
other native language was Spanish. By 1967, New Jersey and St. Croix, 
Virgin Islands, had joined in developing bilingual education programs 
• 69 for their non-English speaking school population. 
Bilingualism has never been articulated as an official policy of 
the United States. Historically, public schools have functioned under 
an assimi1ationist ideal, at times articulated and at times not, but 
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nevertheless very real in both instances. Until the development of 
large schooling bureaucracies at the state level in the late nineteenth 
century, immigrant groups, which were clustered in large numbers in cer¬ 
tain areas of the country, were able to obtain bilingual instruction 
(and at times monolingual in their language) at the lower level. Thus, 
Ohio and Wisconsin passed legislation allowing German to be used as the 
language of instruction in the 1830s and 1840s. 
In the West and Southwest, Spanish was used as one of the languages 
of instruction in many school districts. Indeed, The Treaty of 
Guadalupe-Hidalgo, signed in 1848, stipulated the right of former 
Mexican citizens, in the territories taken over by the United States, 
to maintain their language and culture in the private and the public 
spheres. 
Around the turn of the century, in part as a xenophobic reaction 
to the steady tide of non-English speaking immigrants from southern and 
eastern Europe, the push to Americanize at all costs as quickly as pos¬ 
sible began to gather strength in many intellectual and political cir¬ 
cles. By the early 1900s, a number of state legislatures had enacted 
laws calling for English-only instruction in public schools, although 
foreign languages could still be taught as specific subjects. In 
effect, bilingual education was forbidden. 
In 1951, a U.N.E.S.C.O. study asserted that every child has the 
right to begin his or her formal education in his or her mother tongue 
and to continue in it as long as the language itself and the supply of 
books in the language permitted. The study said "that the best medium 
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for teaching is the mother tongue of the pupil." Since that statement 
was made, arguments and counter arguments have been presented in a 
steady stream around the world. 
Often, attitudes toward language differences reflect implicit goals 
of the educational system itself. Although education has the larger 
universal function of storing and transmitting knowledge, it also has 
specific functions which differ from one society to the next. The 
implicity goals of bilingual education also vary from society to society; 
they often overlap within a given society and may or may not reflect the 
aims of the society as a whole.^ 
In 1958, Congress, spurred by Russia's Sputnik launch of 1957, 
passed the National Education Defense Act. This legislation, which 
categorized the teaching of science, mathematics, and languages as being 
in the interest of the nation's defense, marked what might be considered 
the first attempt by Congress to delineate a language policy. 
In the early 1960s, the arrival of thousands of Cuban exiles moti¬ 
vated the creation of bilingual education programs in the Miami (Florida) 
area. The study of the problems faced by Mexican-American students in 
southwestern states conducted by the United States Commission on Civil 
Rights in the mid-1960s dramatized for the entire nation and Congress 
the educational plight of Chicanos. A Puerto Rican study in the late 
1950s had done something similar, on a smaller scale, in New York City 
and parts of the East Coast. 
By 1966, the first organized efforts began to gather momentum, and 
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bilingual education emerged as the rallying cry for several groups. 
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The Bilingual Education Act 
(Title VIIT 
The next important and significant development in the historical 
context of bilingual education was the bill introduced in Congress in 
1967 by Senator Ralph Yarborough of Texas. It passed, in modified 
form, as an amendment to Title VII of the Elementary and Secondary 
Education Act of 1965. The psychological impact of the federal 
Bilingual Education Act, a landmark in our history, cannot be over¬ 
estimated. It reversed a 50 year old "one language" policy and commit¬ 
ted the moral force of the national government to meeting the "education 
needs of the large numbers of children of limited English-speaking 
ability in the United States."7^ 
This Act marked national recognition and support by the federal 
government of the proposition that bilingual education was a viable 
alternative method of instruction to aid the education of students for 
whom English was a new or relatively unfamiliar language. 
The intent of the Bilingual Education Act was to provide grants to 
local educational agencies in communities throughout the nation with 
the sole aim of establishing local bilingual programs. These Title VII 
programs were to be operated and assessed as working demonstration 
projects. Congress allocated 6.9 million dollars for these programs at 
the end of 1968.7^ 
The Bilingual Education Act (B.E.A.) was conceived primarily to 
meet the needs of "children who come from environments where the 
dominant language is other than English." It added an important new 
48 
chapter to the long story of this "nation of immigrants."7^ "The 
Congress declared it to be the policy of the United States, in order to 
establish equal educational opportunity for all children: (a) to 
encourage the establishment and operation, where appropriate, of educa¬ 
tional programs using bilingual education practices, techniques, and 
methods; and (b) for that purpose, to provide financial assistance to 
local educational agencies and state educational institutions for cer¬ 
tain purposes, in order to enable such local educational agencies to 
develop and carry out such programs in elementary and secondary schools, 
including activities at the preschool level, which are designed to meet 
the educational needs of such children, with particular attention to 
children having greatest needs for such programs; and to demonstrate 
effective ways of providing, for children of limited English profi¬ 
ciency, instruction designed to enable and to achieve competence in the 
English language. 
Bilingual education seemed to be the approach that would help to 
solve the problem of the non-English speaking child in the public school 
system. 
As the enthusiasm for bilingual education grew in scope and fund¬ 
ing, many state departments of education (such as Massachusetts, Texas, 
and Cal ifornia--but not New York State) made bilingual education a 
state mandate. Although bilingual education had many advocates who had 
fought for this educational approach to be implemented in the schools, 
it also had many people who opposed it—people who felt that a lot had 
been given for the education of a few. There are individuals who say 
49 
it is disloyal and unpatriotic to teach children in a language other 
than English. 
There are, of course, some objections which have been raised 
against the legislation. This legislation has really proposed, with 
full cognizance of all the programming intricacies which will serve the 
children of an open society, that we must build on the cultural 
strengths which the child brings to the classroom: to cultivate in 
this child ancestral pride; to reinforce (not destroy) the language he 
or she natively speaks; to cultivate his or her inherent strength; and 
to give the child the sense of personal identification so essential to 
him or her. 
Bilingual Education in New York City 
The first bilingual education efforts in New York City were at 
Ocean Hi 11-Brownsvi1le School District in Brooklyn. Benjamin Rodriguez 
was the Director of the Bilingual Education Program in Public School 
155. Luis Fuentes, the City's first Puerto Rican principal, headed 
that demonstration school. The program objectives developed with parent 
involvement were shared with District No. 7. 
In 1968, community pressures and educational leadership in District 
No. 7 of the Bronx brought about the formation of the second New York 
City public bilingual school, Public School 25. In an old building 
scheduled for demolition, a fairly wel1-integrated program of instruc¬ 
tion, teacher training, parent participation, and curriculum development 
was organized to meet the objectives of bilingual education. 
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The prime objective was "to offer students, both English and 
Spanish, an opportunity to develop functional bilingualism—equal 
proficiency in understanding, speaking, reading, and writing both 
English and Spanish. In 1969, a bilingual program which was quite dif¬ 
ferent was established in District No. 12, Public School (P.S.) 211, an 
elementary school in a converted factory building in the Bronx. This 
school was composed of 50 percent Spanish-speaking children and 50 per¬ 
cent Black children. The program was organized into non-graded groups 
of students within an open corridor arrangement. Bilingual instruction 
was given within a more flexible, individualized setting. There were 
some other earlier bilingual programs in New York City, P.S. 96 and 
P.S. 1, with a bilingual education Chinese component.77 
The historical perspectives in which bilingual education in New 
York City developed have not been carefully recorded. The fact that the 
Board of Education of New York City made an effort to work with the 
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Department of Instruction of Puerto Rico was fully documented/0 The 
early trials of bilingual education in New York City were, in a great 
part, initiated because of community concern. However, an assessment 
of efforts was undertaken in 1972 to seek out clues which, in turn, 
would help us to find an appropriate model. 
In 1963, the chief educational officer of the New York City school 
system had publicly endorsed bi1ingual-bicultural education. 
Superintendent Calvin E. Gross urged that "Puerto Rican children and 
other new arrivals to the city be enabled to develop biculturally and 
bi 1 ingually the melting pot approach in which new arrivals are made over 
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in our own image."79 His administration was brief. 
In 1965, the Board of Education issued a policy statement in sup¬ 
port of "bilingualism and biculturalism."80 Dr. Bernard Donovan, then 
Superintendent of the school system, testified in 1967 before the House 
Hearings on Bilingual Education that the Board was "dedicated to the 
bilingual approach" recommended in the proposed legislation (Title VII 
of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act).81 
The passage of Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 could not 
have been foreseen becoming a principal weapon of linguistic minorities 
in their battle to establish bilingual programs and gain equal school¬ 
ing. In 1964, the renaissance of bilingual education had barely begun; 
enactment of the Bilingual Education Act was still four years away; and 
a national consciousness of the need for bilingual education had not yet 
been evoked. Relatively few schools received federal monies in 1964; 
but by the time Lau vs. Nichols was decided a decade later, virtually 
all of the nation's school districts were receiving federal aid and 
fell within the prohibitions of Title VI.8^ 
No person in the United States shall, on the ground of race, color, 
or national origin, be excluded from participation in, be denied the 
benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any program or 
activity receiving federal financial assistance. Because each school 
district receiving federal monies must agree to comply with this anti- 
discrimination provision. Title VI has become an increasingly powerful 
83 lever for eradicating discrimination in education. 
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Two different developments were important in setting the stage for 
the application of Title VI in Lau vs. Nichols. First, soon after 
passage of the statute, the right of private individuals to sue for 
enforcement was established. Second, in 1968, the Department of Health, 
Education and Welfare promulgated Title VI regulations and guidelines 
pertaining to the schooling of children of national origin minority 
84 groups. 
In the Lau vs. Nichols case, the plaintiffs claimed that the 
absence of programs designed to meet the linguistic needs of such stu¬ 
dents violated Title VI and the Equal Protection Clause of the 
Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitution. They argued that equality in 
education goes beyond providing the same buildings and books to all stu¬ 
dents and includes intangible factors.®5 Because they could not under¬ 
stand the language of the classroom, the Chinese students argued, they 
were deprived of even a minimally adequate education, let alone an 
education equal to that of other children. They claimed that their 
educational exclusion was a function of state action since school 
attendance was compulsory, the use of the English language was mandated 
by the state, and fluency in English was a prerequisite to high school 
graduation.®5 The difference in treatment, the plaintiffs contended, 
amounted to invidious discrimination because it affected a distinct 
national origin group.' 
It was clear that New York City had not developed a bilingual edu¬ 
cation policy for the children who would benefit from it. The major 
non-English language groups in this country were Spanish-speaking and 
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they were pressuring for bilingual education, as did preceding ethnic 
groups in the previous century. The same reasons prevail—the desire to 
maintain their language and culture. But there is an additional factor, 
and that is the present system of education has not provided large 
groups of non-English speaking children with a reasonable level of edu¬ 
cation. 
Studies and educational conferences have concluded that the educa¬ 
tional system which required English as the only language of instruc¬ 
tion was a critical factor in a child's poor performance and attitude 
toward learning. Over the years, non-English speaking children sat in 
New York City classrooms waiting to learn English so that they could 
learn other subjects. Many never finished any significant level of 
education and dropped out of school. Statistics were not kept; but 
some estimates have indicated that in the past, less than half of the 
children ever went to high school. Of those, only a small percentage 
graduate. Prior to America becoming a highly industrialized society, 
students could drop out of school into an existing job market which 
required little education and offered many unskilled positions. 
Aspira Consent Decree 
In 1971, Aspira of America, Inc., and two other Puerto Rican 
groups sponsored a conference on Puerto Ricans in New York City schools 
and published ". . . And Others": A Report Card for the New York City 
Public Schools.88 The publication documented the failure of the City 
school system to respond to the needs of Puerto Ricans. It stated that 
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"the educators have refused, or have been incapable of providing, any¬ 
thing but the traditional educational methods; and those, very unsuccess¬ 
fully. The 'other' population is no longer a minority in the New York 
City public school system, as 55 percent of the children in the system 
are Puerto Rican or Black. Thus, an innovative approach to the delivery 
of educational services must be found." The document clearly revealed 
that the thinking of the professional educators is stalemated in its 
belief that roots of the problem in education, "the poor lie with the 
poor themselves. 
Following publication of ". . . And Others": A Report Card for the 
New York City Public Schools, the United States Civil Rights Commission 
came to New York to discuss with members of Aspira of America, Inc. 
what avenues the federal government could use to assist Puerto Ricans in 
bringing about change.^ 
According to the recollection of one of the lawyers involved, the 
idea for the lawsuit began earlier. Around 1969, Antonia Pantoja, the 
founder of Aspira of America, Inc., consulted civil rights lawyers about 
building a legal case that might change educational policy for Puerto 
Ricans. 
The lawsuit was filed in the Spring of 1972 by the Puerto Rican 
Legal Defense and Education Fund and the Community Action Legal 
r • 98 Services. 
Cesar Perales, a lawyer from the Puerto Rican Legal Defense and 
Education Fund, was consulted by Antonia Pantoja. Four groups were 
the Puerto Rican Educators Association, involved in the Aspira case: 
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the Puerto Rican Educators Task Force, Parents and Educators from 
Community School District No. 1, and the American Jewish Committee.92 
Members of the Puerto Rican Educators Association and the Puerto 
Rican Educators Task Force, who were the core members of the bilingual 
educators network, played a crucial role in the lawsuit, serving as con¬ 
sultants to the lawyers. They were also involved in the recruitment of 
children to serve as plaintiffs. They did a large portion of the 
research, and they recruited educators working in the system who could 
provide evidence to support charges of discrimination against Puerto 
Rican students. 
When the lawyers first began to interview teachers, the Board of 
Education sent a memorandum to teachers informing them that it would be 
a violation of the United Federation of Teachers (U.F.T.) contract to 
give information to Aspira lawyers. The lawyers took this issue to court 
and won.^ 
Aspira won the lawsuit against the New York City Board of 
Education. On August 29, 1974, a consent decree, which consisted of 
three components, was agreed upon by both parties: 
(1) A planned and systematic program to develop the 
child's ability to speak, understand, read, and 
write the English language; 
(2) Instruction in substantive courses in Spanish; 
(3) A planned and systematic program designed to 
reinforce and develop the child's use of 
Spanish. 
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Prior to the implementation of the program, and following many 
referred meetings, on a citywide basis by September, 1975, the decree 
stipulated that the Board of Education was to accomplish three tasks: 
(1) The designation of pilot schools to serve as models for the system- 
wide implementation of the bilingual program mandated by the decree; 
(2) The development of a language assessment instrument to identify stu¬ 
dents eligible for the program; and (3) The recruitment of bilingual 
teachers to implement the program for the designated students. 
The Pilot Schools 
The pilot schools were to demonstrate a systematic basis to school 
personnel on a borough-wide level the means of developing, implementing, 
and operating the program. The pilot program was to be instituted by 
February, 1975. 
Aspira lacked the personnel to monitor the pilot schools. This 
task was accomplished by staff and volunteers from Community Service 
Society's Committee on Education in collaboration with bilingual spe¬ 
cialists from Project BEST and Hunter College, who were assisted by 
bilingual volunteers from several agencies. These agencies included the 
Public Education Association, Boricua College, the Experimental and 
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Bilingual Inc., Aspira of America, Inc., and Hostos Community College. 
While the findings of the monitoring team were in general positive, 
the report concluded that the schools selected to serve as models were 
not likely to fulfill this function. Most of the 17 schools (out of 40 
elementary and secondary schools designated as pilot schools for this 
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purpose) had been operating bilingual programs prior to September, 1975, 
with funds from Title I and Title VII, and some also received state aid 
for bilingual programs.9^ 
The monitors described the teachers in these "pilot" schools to be 
dedicated and committed to the program "and having a positive impact on 
the students in terms of interest, attention, and pride in their accom¬ 
plishments."9^ 
Bilingual Network 
In 1965, an organization was founded later to become the core of 
the bilingual network. This association was made up of Puerto Ricans 
who were teachers and administrators in the New York City school system. 
They formed the Puerto Rican Educators Association (P.R.E.A.). These 
individuals were Evelyn Colon, Awilda Orta, Hernan LaFontaine, Carmen 
Perez, Sonia Rivera, and Jose Vasquez. Hernan LaFontaine, who was an 
assistant principal, became the first president of the Puerto Rican 
Educators Association. 
In 1967, LaFontaine took a sabbatical leave to go into a leadership 
program, funded by the Ford Foundation, at Fordham University. The par¬ 
ticipants in this program were contacted by various people from the 
school system who were looking for principals. Bernard Friedman, a 
former Superintendent of District No. 7 (Bronx), told the trainees that 
he wanted to start a bilingual school. LaFontaine got interested in the 
idea and invited Mr. Friedman to speak to the Puerto Rican Educators 
Association. Mr. LaFontaine became the director of a bilingual school 
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in the Bronx, P.S. 25, in 1968. 
It was at the experimental district of Ocean Hi 11-Brownsvi11e that 
bilingual education was once again introduced to the New York City 
school system. It was the parents of this school district who rallied 
around the issue of bilingual education. In 1967, Luis Fuentes (later 
Superintendent of Community District No. 1 in Manhattan) was selected to 
head a bilingual school, P.S. 155, in Brooklyn. It was these parents 
and educators in the Ocean Hill-Brownsville district who were involved 
in bilingual education that officials from District No. 7 and the 
Central Board consulted about starting a bilingual school in District 
No. 7 in the Bronx, New York.97 There were other educators involved in 
the bilingual education movement, but who did not belong to the network 
for bilingual education. 
In 1964, Dr. Carmen Sanguinetti was involved in a science project 
using bilingual education. The program was called "Science Instruction 
in Spanish for Pupils of Spanish-Speaking Background: An Experiment in 
Bilingualism." The completed program and curriculum was published in 
June, 1967, by the U. S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare, 
Office of Education, Bureau of Research, in Washington, D. C. 
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CHAPTER III 
THE PUERTO RICAN NEW YORKER IN THE 
NEW YORK CITY SCHOOL SYSTEM 
The Puerto Ricans 
Puerto Ricans are American citizens to whom immigration law did not 
apply. Their migration was set in motion by a combination of forces 
which pushed them away from their island home and at the same time 
attracted them to New York City.1 Some of the reasons why many Puerto 
Ricans migrated to the mainland, especially to New York City, included 
the fact that the island where they came from lived off a cash crop-- 
sugarcane--which collapsed by the Great Depression. Puerto Rico had 
almost no industry. Even in the best of times, the agricultural worker, 
who made up a large part of the population, lived under incredible low- 
economic conditions.2 
The Puerto Rican nationality is not only Spanish, Black, or Indian; 
it is Puerto Rican, having arisen out of a cultural clash. The cultures 
which clashed were the Spanish, the early aboriginal cultures (particu¬ 
larly the Taino), and the Africans. Intermarriages between these groups 
and the interchanges and adoptions of each others' cultural traits, such 
as foods, musical forms, language, religion from the Spanish and other 
religious practices including spiritualism from the African slaves, all 
created the Puerto Rican. 
The blending and clashing of these three cultures produced what we 
3 
know today as the Puerto Rican nationality or identity. 
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On November 19, 1493, Columbus landed on the island of Borinquen, 
which he quickly renamed San Juan Bautista. The Spanish dominated the 
island in everything from language to religion for the next four hundred 
years. The island remained a colony of Spain, until 1897, when the 
signing of the Sagasta Pact granted the island autonomy. But the 
autonomy was shortlived, because by July 1, 1898, the Treaty of Paris 
ceded Puerto Rico to the United States as a spoils of war. For the next 
forty years, the Puerto Ricans had a succession of fifteen governors who 
came to the island as strangers to its people and their problems. The 
island became, for all intents and purposes, a dependent ward of the 
Congress. Most of the population was unemployed, underemployed, and 
suffered from basic needs, such as food.^ 
The quest for economic opportunity was the dynamic force that drove 
great numbers of Puerto Ricans to migrate. Unemployment was chronic. 
It rose to alarmingly high levels, while the unemployed were themselves 
immobilized by their poverty. The pressures of a labor surplus created 
among those with some means and ambition produced a pool of Puerto 
c 
Ricans available for migration. 
In 1928, the North American economy collapsed, and at the same time 
two hurricanes wrecked the sugar crops. The situation went from unbear¬ 
able to worse. There was starvation, mass unemployment, and virtual 
political anarchy. 
The opportunity to come to the mainland was enlarged by the post- 
World War II immigration laws which virtually put an end to the admis¬ 
sion of Europeans. That left vacant jobs for unskilled workers to be 
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filled by Blacks but which Puerto Ricans could compete for.7 
The Puerto Ricans who came to the mainland differed sharply from 
other groups. Unlike immigrants, they were born American citizens, as 
stated in the Jones Act of 1917. The Act did not specify knowledge of 
English as a requisite for citizenship. As citizens, Puerto Ricans 
fought in World War I, World War II, and the Korean and Vietnam Wars. A 
disproportionate number of sons, fathers, brothers, and husbands were 
lost in these wars. They died for the American dream.® 
The American school system has always had, as students, children 
from a wide variety of cultural backgrounds; and the non-English speak¬ 
ing child is no stranger in urban American classrooms. If we are to 
understand the problems which Puerto Rican students have encountered in 
mainland schools, we must go back and look into the education of the 
immigrants in the United States. To the immigrant child, the public 
elementary school was the first step away from the past. In an effort 
to respond to the needs of the immigrant child, it is important to note 
that no overall programs were developed to aid any particular immigrant 
group. What efforts were made to respond to the needs of immigrant 
children were improvised, most often directly in answer to specific 
problems. Almost never was any attempt made to give the school and its 
programs a community orientation. The children literally left at the 
door of the school their home languages, their cultural identities, and 
their immigrant subcommunity origins. The New York City experience was 
not atypical in its leaving the immigrant child to the discretion of 
the individual superintendent, a principal, or a teacher. It is in the 
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context of these earlier experiences that the educational failures of 
the Puerto Rican child are viewed and understood.9 
As early as 1938, the difficulties of the Puerto Rican child in the 
New York City schools were graphically noted. Many Puerto Rican chil¬ 
dren who entered the public schools in New York speak or understand 
little English JO 
Urban education in many parts of the United States has been con¬ 
fronted by a variety of seemingly overwhelming problems. There are 
serious shortages of teachers, overcrowded classes, inadequate supplies 
of instructional materials, inadequate space, and, in many cases, lack 
of funding is the problem. Alarmingly high rates of academic deficien¬ 
cies among urban children and adolescents, especially in reading and 
mathematics, are of special concern, but so is the fate of the non- 
English speaking child, in particular the Puerto Rican student in the 
New York City schools.^ 
New York City has always been a port of entry. The City's streets 
have echoed to German, French, Yiddish, Slavic, Italian, Mandarin, and 
the Spanish languages. After World War II, jobs, which had gone to the 
latest immigrants, were filled by Puerto Ricans. The fate of a cheap 
labor force is not only to work at low wages; part of it is destined not 
to work at all. Cheap labor forces are reserve labor people who pass 
much of their existence in apprehension of a job. This means that these 
jobs are inadvertently kept at average wages or minimum wages. This 
"flooding" role condemns the Puerto Ricans to chronic unemployment, 
which means poor housing, poor living conditions for them and their 
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children. In most cases, the majority are non-English speakers.12 
The New York City school system has probably had the most culturally 
diverse population in the nation serving the majority of the children of 
the newcomers who were seeking a different kind of life. Until recently, 
it had been an accepted belief that the City's school system had served 
all; floundering with the Spanish-dominant Puerto Rican population was a 
new problem. 
The truth is that the New York City school system has never found 
a successful answer to educating the non-English speaking student. It 
is important to note that no overall programs were developed to aid any 
1 o 
particular immigrant group. 
When the Jewish and Italian immigrants were arriving in the City 
in large numbers, language was not a serious problem because the chil¬ 
dren would leave school at an earlier age, often as early as 12 years 
old. New York City was built by the sweat of the immigrant dropouts at 
a time when the city provided jobs. The children who could not learn 
English fifty years ago got out of school before their problems with the 
language became noticeable. The problems that the school must face 
today were reduced then.14 Although statistics for early immigrant 
groups were poorly kept, it can be stated with assurance that many of 
the children of non-English speaking minorities never achieved any 
significant level of education. An educational system geared toward the 
goal of Americanization has become a gate to hell for Puerto Rican, 
Mexican, Black, and Amerindian students since it disintegrates their 
ethnic identity and forces them into the American way which for too many 
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spells self-hatred and dehumanized uprootedness. ^ 
The aims of education at all levels in the United States tradi¬ 
tionally address themselves to the ideal of a democratic process, yet 
this process has been used and defined basically by the perceptions of 
a white group which has imposed monolingual and monocultural standards. 
This group is called White Anglo-Saxon Protestants.16 
It should be apparent to the reader, as it became apparent to stu¬ 
dents and communities in the 1960s, that the monolingual and monocul¬ 
tural negative perceptions of the society at large must be totally 
understood, if one is to plan and provide for relevant, adequate, and 
fulfilling education for people of this nation from pre-kindergarten 
through college. These perceptions need to be understood if there are 
to be any positive changes in the educational process of educating the 
Puerto Rican student in the New York City school system. 
The contemporary effort in bilingual education comes directly out 
of the festive social contexts of the American 1960s. It is part of 
that decisive challenge, formulated out of the civil rights struggle 
and the quest for educational opportunity, to the pervasive policies 
of American schools that discriminated against the children of the 
poor--a challenge that combatted both cultural assault (which deprived 
children of their ancestral languages) and enforced assimilation.17 
That the educational system was inadequate to the problems of the 
Puerto Rican is unquestioned. But, for millions of disadvantaged chil¬ 
dren, a Bilingual Education Act at least promises fuller participation. 
It also provides a whole range of supportive services for students. 
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Does bilingual education provide the help the Puerto Ricans need to 
achieve success in the educational school system?"*® 
It is not easy to find the meaning of the migration and the dimen¬ 
sions of the unique characteristics of the Puerto Ricans and the 
originality of New York City. The Puerto Ricans are different from any 
other group that has come before and the character of their migration 
is unique in many ways. Their quest for identity is not simply a 
repetition of what specific identity the Puerto Ricans will eventually 
have as they become New Yorkers, and what specific problems of assimila¬ 
tion they will have. A history of Puerto Rican migration is not helpful 
because they migrated to Hawaii and South America, but never in numbers 
comparable with the migration to New York. There is little in either 
experience which helps us to perceive the meaning of the present one. 
There is the new dimension in the experience of newcomers which has 
developed out of changes in the city of New York. The coming of the 
Puerto Ricans represents not only a new people facing an old experience 
but a new people facing an old experience in a new city. Puerto Ricans 
are citizens of the United States; their migration to the mainland is 
part of the general movement of United States' citizens from one part 
of the country to another. 
Puerto Ricans had been known in the United States during the 
nineteenth century, generally as men and women of some importance who 
distinguished themselves in some way by their achievements. However, 
it was the movement of large numbers of poor Puerto Ricans that gave 
character to the Puerto Rican population of more recent years. 
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Migration and assimilation are processes which regularly involve 
unrest, conflict, and hostility.19 
Puerto Ricans, being citizens, have no legal or political restric¬ 
tions on migration. Therefore, by the end of World War II, all of the 
elements of a large mass migration were present: economic pressure on 
the island, availability of employment on the mainland, a beachhead of 
relatives and friends on the mainland, freedom to move, and availability 
of cheap transportation.^0 
The Puerto Ricans, therefore, constitute the first airborne migra¬ 
tion to the United States, making their experience in this regard dif¬ 
ferent from that of earlier migrants. The trip took eight hours in a 
twin-engine plane; later, six hours in a four-engine plane; and today, 
Pi 
it takes three hours in a commercial jet. 
The great majority of Puerto Ricans have settled in New York. As 
early as 1940, Puerto Ricans had begun to enter the migrant farm labor 
stream along the East Coast. In 1940, a large percentage of Puerto 
Ricans were hired to work on farms. They came for varying lengths of 
time and to a wide variety of places. Many Puerto Ricans returned to 
Puerto Rico once their contract expired, or returned later on to settle 
near the communities they had once worked in. Many of the original 
Puerto Rican communities were established in Camden or Trenton (New 
Jersey), Springfield (Massachusetts), Detroit (Michigan), and Rockland 
County (New York). The farm labor contracts gave thousands of Puerto 
22 Ricans their first experience with the mainland. 
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Complaints were always raised about their treatment. The workers 
complained about poor housing, failure to fulfill contract provisions 
for hours of work, poor food, poor working conditions, and inflated 
costs. 
The major difficulty surrounding the farm labor program was the 
problems Puerto Ricans faced when they sought to establish themselves 
permanently in small towns in farm areas. Small communities of Puerto 
Ricans began to settle in or near small towns. Tensions quickly 
developed over problems of schooling, employment, recreation, public 
order, and, if unemployment struck the newcomers, public welfare.23 
The problem faced by people migrating from their home and moving 
to a different way of life is to find a new identity, to adjust them¬ 
selves to new forms of social interactions, and to assimilate into a 
new way of life. This is generally referred to as cultural assimila¬ 
tion. Culture is the basis of group identity, and, as such, it becomes 
the basis for personal identity as well.24 In a very real sense, a 
person's culture is himself. In the culture of Puerto Rico, being a 
man means having a keen sense of one's inner worth as an individual and 
exercising authority firmly and responsibly over his wife and children 
at home. He identifies himself as a man by reference to the values of 
his culture and the expectations of his fellows. People move into a 
way of life different from their own. What was defined as good in the 
way of life left behind may be bad in the way of life to which they come. 
It creates a serious problem of identity for newcomers to a new culture. 
This process is the most difficult aspect of migration and cultural 
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adaptation. 
This recognition of the importance of culture led to a new insight 
into the nature and function of the immigrant community. In many cases 
the immigrants transplanted to the streets of New York almost the exact 
pattern of social relationships which had characterized their native 
habitats. The visitor to one of these sections could easily imagine 
that he or she was in a strange land. 
The phenomenon was criticized because many people thought that 
these immigrant communities would prevent the member from becoming 
American.^ 
Education in New York 
Educational opportunities in New York have greatly expanded in the 
past 120 years, as the State reorganized its educational system atten¬ 
dance laws and increased its financial support to elementary and secon¬ 
dary schools. 
In the period following the Civil War, educational developments in 
both New York City and the State of New York differed only in detail 
from educational developments in the rest of the nation. 
The history of education in New York was long complicated by 
rivalry between the Board of Regents of the University of the State of 
New York and the State Department of Public Instruction. The function 
of the two agencies was not always clearly delineated; yet, at times, 
educational progress occurred in spite of them. 
75 
The traditional objective of American public schools has been to 
Americanize and indoctrinate. There are those who cling to the dis¬ 
credited "melting pot" theory that claims many of the immigrants came to 
America and became one people. The myth is that the public schools 
guaranteed social mobility, but the fact is that this institution has 
served to destroy old cultural values, traditions, and the languages of 
the immigrants. 
Until very recently, in the United States, the tendency was to 
ignore and push aside the rich diversity of human expression. 
Today, the public school system continues its destructive approach 
toward the non-English speaking students' language. The efforts of the 
institution have been toward maintaining a monolingual society that was 
contemptuous of other cultures. This kind of education was based on a 
negative goal of exclusion. The most destructive consequence of a sys¬ 
tem such as this was that the Spanish-speaking students in this country 
who were poor did not have an opportunity to progress by means of an 
education. 
The New York City Board of Education itself admits that there were 
problems. Although there were many bad schools, the ones which Puerto 
Rican students attended were worse. One of the best indicators was the 
reading level of students in New York City schools, because without the 
ability to read, a person cannot learn. The reading levels of these 
Puerto Rican children were more than two years below grade level in 1970. 
At this time, the typical white adult in New York City was a high 
school graduate; the typical Black had completed nearly three years of 
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high school; and the typical Puerto Rican adult had barely completed 
eight years of elementary school.26 While 51 percent of New York 
City's white adults and 40 percent of the Blacks had completed high 
school, only 20 percent of the Puerto Ricans were high school graduates. 
It was estimated that 13 percent of the whites in New York City 
and 4 percent of the Blacks had finished college; only 1 percent of the 
Puerto Ricans were college graduates. Between 1960 and 1970, Puerto 
Ricans made significant gains in education, and progressed at a rate 
faster than whites or Blacks, But, as the figures show, the Puerto 
Ricans remained far behind in their level of formal schooling. This 
had a profound impact upon their income, the types of jobs they held, 
and the general quality of life that they enjoyed. 
During these same years, 1960 to 1970, the dropout rate for the 
Puerto Rican student declined, but the problem persisted. During the 
elementary school years (5 to 13), the staying power of Puerto Rican 
children was quite comparable to the national average: 72 percent of 
all youngsters in the age group of 5 to 6 years old, and 97 percent 
of those in the age group of 7 to 13 years old, were enrolled in 
school. The dropout problem became evident in the age group of 14 to 
17 years old. Nationwide, 93 percent of these stay in school, compared 
27 
to only 85 percent of the Puerto Rican youngsters. 
These are national figures, but we could estimate that these sta¬ 
tistics reflect the reality of the Puerto Rican in New York City, due 
to the fact that New York City has the highest concentration of 
Puerto Ricans. 
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CHAPTER IV 
FINDINGS AND/OR EVALUATIONS 
This chapter will report on the opinions and perceptions of persons 
identified as participants in some aspect of bilingual education. In 
addition, a sampling of the review of existing literature on the effec¬ 
tiveness of bilingual education programs and other data gathered through 
interviews and questionnaires will be presented. This data can provide 
information not available in recent reports, analysis, studies, or 
evaluations of bilingual education programs. Even though this study was 
not intended to reach any hypotheses or assumptions of any kind, it suf¬ 
ficiently explores the premise that an educational approach can make a 
difference in the education of a child. 
First, we start with the amount of knowledge, interest, and aware¬ 
ness that people (especially the subjects of this study) had of the edu¬ 
cational discipline. The second premise was that if bilingual education 
was perceived positively by the community at large, it would have a 
better opportunity of becoming part of the regular school curriculum. 
But if, on the other hand, it was not perceived positively by teachers, 
parents, administrators, and community people, the tendency was at best 
to move to another issue in the questionnaire. 
Before presenting the data, there are some limitations inherent in 
this type of study which must be pointed out. The nature of the instru¬ 
ment itself is an example. The questions were not all pre-tested, and 
they should have been. Also, in some cases, questions were ambiguous. 
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Irrespective of this, the data appears to clearly indicate that there is 
an interest and awareness of this educational program. Another limita¬ 
tion was the difficulty in finding individuals willing to respond to the 
questionnaire and who could recall events which took place some time 
ago. The same could be said of the people who were interviewed. Even 
though there are many individuals in New York City who were involved in 
the initial struggle for this education discipline, few were willing to 
contribute information or time to this study. 
Lack of Evaluation Data 
One of the most serious deficiencies in evaluations of bilingual 
programs concerns the assessment of language proficiency and lack of 
longitudinal studies which follow the learner from the classroom to the 
community in order to determine how effectively he or she can communi¬ 
cate in both languages in different contexts. 
Tucker concluded that they have not yet developed adequate assess¬ 
ment instruments and that the ones usually used by evaluators are of 
"dubious appropriateness. 
Diverse conclusions from the few existing reviews of literature on 
the effectiveness of bilingual education have provided no ready answers 
for policymakers and have mainly fueled the arguments both supporting 
and opposing bilingual education programs. The Title VII national 
o 
evaluation also produced more controversy than answers. Baker and 
deKanter's study considers bilingual education to be effective only if 
it accelerates children's learning of English over what it would have 
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been without the program.3 
The problems inherent in unravelling the tangled mass of evidence 
from the large variety of programs that have been studied have been 
addressed by Swain, who points out that it is necessary to take into 
consideration differences in various programs, in the children attending 
the programs, in the communities in which the programs operate, and in 
the research strategies employed in the studies themselves. As Swain 
points out, that is a rather large order. "Attempting to come to grips 
with all the literature, and all the contradictory studies, quite 
simply, boggles the mind."4 The most extensive primary study to date, 
a nationwide evaluation of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act 
(E.S.E.A.) Title VII programs,5 yielded mixed results and produced a 
great deal of heated controversy due to widespread criticism of the 
research design and methodology. 
The differences in conclusions reached in the various literature 
reviews and primary studies can be accounted for by several factors. 
These include: (a) differences in the quality of the primary research 
studies on which conclusions were based; (b) variations in the set of 
studies selected by each reviewer; and (c) differences in the goals and 
foci of the reviewers. 
With regard to quality, the inadequacy of research on bilingual 
education is evidenced by the fact that in each major attempt to review 
the research, reviewers rejected a majority of the studies on methodo¬ 
logical grounds.7 Reviewers finding evidence in support of bilingual 
education included Troike, who reviewed seven select studies. He 
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concluded, "Quality bilingual programs can meet the goal of providing 
equal education opportunity for students from non-English speaking 
backgrounds."8 Dulay and Burg reviewed twelve studies and concluded 
that bilingual education was successful because it either improved or 
did not hinder academic achievement in school.9 Engle found evidence 
inconclusive in answer to the question of whether or not reading 
instruction introduced in the first language led subsequently to a more 
rapid acquisition of reading skills in the second language.10 
Relevant Issues in Education 
The purpose of Troike's review was to determine what kinds of 
effects can be produced by bilingual programs rather than to evaluate 
bilingual programs in general. Given this framework, Troike focused on 
those studies that provided evidence to indicate that bilingual educa¬ 
tion can have a significant impact on school achievement. 
Baker and deKanter were interested in the evaluation of the total 
spectrum of programs that had been implemented, regardless of program 
quality per se.11 
Examining the impact of bilingual education on achievements in two 
subject areas, math and English, these authors focused on whether bilin¬ 
gual education accelerates children's learning over that in traditional 
educational programs. 
Another important factor is the type of questions asked by each of 
the reviewers, and highlights still another influence of the type of 
conclusions reached in each review--differences in the interpretations 
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of what constitutes success for a bilingual program. Some reviewers 
interpret bilingual education to be successful as long as it does not 
hinder children in the learning of English while it promotes learning 
of the non-language subjects. 
Dulay and Burg concluded that bilingual education was successful 
in the studies they reviewed because it either improved or did not 
impede achievement in school. Similarly, Canadian researchers, who 
studied the impact of total immersion programs, consider the programs to 
be successful if the children can be taught in the second language and 
still maintain grade level in non-language subjects.^ 
The problem inherent in unravelling the tangled mass evidenced from 
the huge variety of programs that have been studied have been addressed 
by Swain, who points out that it is necessary to take into consideration 
differences in the various programs, in the children attending the pro¬ 
grams, in the communities in which the programs operate, and in the 
research strategies employed in the studies themselves.^ 
Given the differences encountered to date in synthesizing evidence 
related to the effectiveness of bilingual education, the intent of the 
current study was to conduct a statistical synthesis of the literature 
on bilingual education using the methods of meta-analysis, as described 
by Glass^ and Glass, McGraw, and Smith. ® 
Future Research in the Evaluation 
of Programs 
There is a critical need for a Puerto Rican educational research 
agenda for the 1990s. The Puerto Rican community research efforts in 
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the 1960s could be characterized as minimal and, at best, groping and 
disoriented--!'n the 1970s as desperate programmatic development in 
search of fast answers. The 1980s will require the clarification of 
educational means and ends as well as documentation of positive effects 
if the community is to have an impact on educational policymaking at 
local and national levels. Dr. Isaura Santiago offers comments on the 
"state of the art" after reviewing research investigating all aspects 
of the Puerto Rican's experience with schooling in the United States. 
A number of themes are supported by the literature. First, for the 
Puerto Ricans (a racial, ethnic, and linguistic minority), the schools 
have been disproportionately ineffective.17 Secondly, as a result of an 
overemphasis on the teaching of English, often to the exclusion of other 
subjects, little is known about learning, learning experiences, cogni¬ 
tive products, or their measurement and effective educational models 
for diverse subpopulations of the community. 
The focus of a research agenda should be an understanding of what 
teachers, pupils, and schools bring to a learning experience. It pro¬ 
poses a conceptual framework for research and an initial taxonomy of 
variables to be considered. It is also suggested that research, con¬ 
ducted from a multilingual/multicultural perspective that comprehen¬ 
sively analyzes educational input, processes, contents, and products, 
is a highly complex undertaking. 
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Summary of Questionnaire 
During 1985 and 1986, 300 questionnaires were distributed to edu¬ 
cators, students, parents, and the Puerto Rican community. Out of 
these, 167 questionnaires were completed and returned. The findings 
from the questionnaires provided a wide scope of information concerning 
bilingual education. 
It also made available information on two topics that this study 
explored: (1) foundational changes in the growth and development of 
bilingual education in the school system, and (2) an analysis of the 
affects and perceptions of the bilingual education programs by the 
teaching staff, the students, and the Puerto Rican community. The 
results from this data represent the opinions of teachers, counselors, 
administrators, parents, and students who have been involved in some 
aspect of bilingual education. 
This study was done with the concept of understanding how this 
educational discipline was developed within an educational school sys¬ 
tem. Therefore, the findings of this study will lend an awareness of 
possible needs and further development and improvement of this educa¬ 
tional discipline. The questions in this questionnaire covered the fol¬ 
lowing: Does bilingual education achieve positive educational attain¬ 
ment? Did bilingual education help reduce the Puerto Rican student 
dropout rate? Does it help to keep students in school? 
These questions are geared to analyze crucial aspects of bilingual 
education. The results of the data from the questionnaire show that 
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there is positive support for bilingual education from the teaching 
community and the Puerto Rican community at large. It also indicates 
that educators, parents, as well as the Puerto Rican community, are 
supportive of this educational approach because they see it as a func¬ 
tional program for the non-English speaking child. 
This discipline allows for input from teachers as well as parents. 
Bilingual education programs, in the opinion of parents, are created 
and developed taking into consideration the needs of the students of the 
program. However, they see room for improvement in this instructional 
approach. This will certainly happen because there is involvement and 
commitment from the bilingual teaching staff, the parents, and the 
Puerto Rican community. 
Interviews 
In an interview with Carmen Perez Hogan, Chief of the Bureau of 
Bilingual Education, Department of Education of the State of New York, 
she stated that bilingual education has made a difference in educating 
the non-English speaking Puerto Rican student. She indicated that stu¬ 
dents in bilingual education programs in the high schools stay longer 
in school, and many of these students maintain a high rate of school 
attendance. She also commented on the fact that today many more Puerto 
Rican students, who have been in the New York City school system's 
bilingual education programs, are entering institutions of higher educa¬ 
tion than twenty years ago. 
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Eugene Jimenez, a principal of a junior high school in the Bronx, 
and Zaida Rivera, a junior high school bilingual guidance counselor 
(both veterans of over 25 years in the New York City school system), 
stated that bilingual education programs have made a positive difference 
in the education of the non-English speaking Puerto Rican student. 
Ms. Rivera stated that the supportive services offered by the bilingual 
education program have helped many students to deal with issues and 
problems that in the past would have hindered their educational 
progress. 
Dr. Isaura Santiago, Director of the Bilingual Education Program 
at Teachers' College, Columbia University, in New York City, stated that 
bilingual education has made a difference to the education of the non- 
English speaking student, in particular the Puerto Rican student. "It 
gave them a voice in the classroom." 
There are many more educators who believe that bilingual education 
programs have provided an approach that has dealt with the problems of 
the non-English speaking student effectively. Further proof of how 
bilingual education has affected the education of the Puerto Rican stu¬ 
dent is in the responses from the questionnaires. 
The Puerto Rican community, the educators involved with bilingual 
education, and the students are more aware today of what bilingual edu¬ 
cation means and how it could help the non-English speaking Puerto Rican 
student in the New York City schools. 
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Responses to Questionnaires 
The following tables are the results of seven different question¬ 
naires distributed among individuals who have been involved in or have 
participated in some aspect of bilingual education. The summary of the 
responses indicates that bilingual education programs are known by the 
school community and the parents. But, more important, teachers, 
parents, community people, and students are aware of the impact of this 
educational approach and the affects of bilingual education on the 
minority student, in particular the non-English speaking Puerto Rican 
student in the New York City school system. 
The data from these seven tables examine the familiarity of dif¬ 
ferent populations with bilingual education programs and with the 
central and local offices of bilingual education. It looks at dif¬ 
ferences between bilingual education and other instructional programs, 
and measures academic standing of the program and student-teacher rela¬ 
tionships. It provided responses on meeting the educational needs of 
the Puerto Rican students in the New York City schools, while measuring 
the different functions and services offered by the bilingual educa¬ 
tion programs. 
The results of the responses show that the participants of bilin¬ 
gual education, as well as the community at large, are aware of the 
function and services of bilingual education, and approval of them. 
These tables represent a wide scope of information on training, self- 
concept, academic standing, and language skills. 
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In Table 1, the Puerto Rican communities of Morrisania and Hunts 
Point in the Bronx; East Harlem, Lower East Side, and Upper West Side 
in Manhattan; and Williamsburg, Red Hook, and Crown Heights in 
Brooklyn were questioned about how they thought the Office of 
Bilingual Education could help the community while staying within the 
framework of the school needs. A large number of the community people 
who responded to this question said that the bilingual education pro¬ 
gram could meet the goals of the program by making classroom subjects 
more tailored to the needs of the students in the bilingual education 
program. 
As indicated in Table 2, respondents see notable differences in 
bilingual education organization over other programs. From open ques¬ 
tion interviews, it was established that many felt positive about this 
difference and see it due to the involvement of parents and the linkages 
parents make with teachers. The linkages have a positive affect on 
student-teacher relationships. 
In Table 3, parents and teachers obviously support bilingual edu¬ 
cation programs. From interviews, it has been established that a need 
for improvement is voted. 
Table 4 shows that the "Remain the Same" category question was 
read by some to mean that bilingual education was here to stay. It 
should be noted that teachers are more positive than community people 
on that score because the community sees permanence as absorption. 
In Table 5, all respondents agree strongly that a bilingual pro¬ 
gram helps students develop a better self-concept. Teachers see the 
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TABLE 1 
FAMILIARITY WITH THE OFFICE OF BILINGUAL EDUCATION 
AT THE CENTRAL BOARD OF EDUCATION OR LOCAL 
SCHOOL DISTRICT: PUERTO RICAN COMMUNITY 
Are you familiar with the present 
Office of Bilingual Education at: 
Central Board of Education 
Local School District 
Yes: 
Yes: 
No: 
No: 
Familiarity with Bilingual 
Frequency of Responses 
Central Board Local District 
Education Office of Education Office 
Yes 68 
No 23 
Both 65 
No Response or Opinion 28 
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6 
57 
7 
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TABLE 2 
DIFFERENCES BETWEEN BILINGUAL EDUCATION PROGRAM AND 
OTHER PROGRAMS: PUERTO RICAN COMMUNITY 
AND TEACHERS 
Do you feel the present bilingual pro¬ 
gram differs from other programs? Yes: No: 
Differences Between Programs Frequency of Responses 
Category Puerto Rican Community Teachers 
Differences in Organization 42 58 
Academic Standing 36 32 
Student-Teacher 
Interrelationship 39 47 
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TABLE 3 
SUPPORT TO THE BILINGUAL EDUCATION PROGRAM 
IN THE NEW YORK CITY SCHOOLS: 
TEACHERS AND PARENTS 
If the continuation of bilingual education 
programs were an issue in New York City 
schools, would you vote in favor of main¬ 
taining and strengthening it? Yes: No: 
Support to Bilingual Office Frequency of Responses 
Response Category Teacher Parent 
Yes 78 77 
No 14 9 
No Response 8 14 
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TABLE 4 
THE FUTURE OF BILINGUAL EDUCATION OVER THE NEXT FIVE YEARS' 
TEACHERS AND COMMUNITY 
Which of the following do you think will happen to bilingual education 
programs in the next five years? 
Frequency of Responses 
Future Programs Response Category_Teachers Community People 
Disappear 5 2 
Remain the Same 62 31 
Will Be Absorbed in 
Traditional Discipline 12 38 
Will Develop as an Alternative 
to Traditional Disciplines 15 13 
Other 5 9 
No Response 1 7 
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TABLE 5 
SERVICES OFFERED BY THE OFFICE OF BILINGUAL EDUCATION 
BOARD OF EDUCATION: TEACHERS, STUDENTS, AND COMMUNITY 
Which of the functions listed below best represents the services 
offered by the Office of Bilingual Education? 
Frequency of Responses 
Services Offered Response Category_Teachers Students Community 
Serving Minority Group Interest 143 60 32 
Providing Training for Specific 
Needs in the Professional 
Field 98 27 25 
Lowering Racial and Ethnic 
Tensions in the Schools 65 16 30 
Creating a Sociopolitical 
Consciousness 40 14 17 
Helping Students Develop Better 
Self-Concept 100 74 37 
Helping the Puerto Rican 
Community to Get More 
Professionals 37 21 28 
Other 7 1 - 
No Response 5 12 4 
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program as coming from parents. 
As indicated in Table 6, educators see the program as one that 
provides quality leadership and career choices for students, as well 
as reinforcing self-image. The community sees the program as a strong 
academic one with effects on subject matter and curriculum. 
In Table 7, the community sees the program as an entry point for 
qualified professionals who will strengthen the students' self- 
concept. Educators see the program as creating a social-economic 
awareness that widens the scope of the schools. Students see these 
programs as developers of ethnic pride and as an opportunity to have a 
direct say in their school. 
In summary, the program is held in high esteem by teachers, stu¬ 
dents, and parents. Nevertheless, each respondent group agrees that 
the programs can be improved upon. While each group feels that an 
atmosphere of acceptance is created by the programs, much more can be 
done to influence academic achievement. 
A research agenda for the 1990s will require: (1) consensus on a 
conceptual framework for research; (2) collaboration of researchers 
from diverse disciplines; and (3) the application of complex and often 
new research methodologies. 
While the conceptual framework offered here can be applied to 
public educational settings, as well as alternative settings, it is 
suggested that the rigid confines of the traditional public school 
would probably not be the most productive context for research efforts 
of this scope and orientation. 
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TABLE 6 
SUMMARY OF RESPONSES TO MEETING THE EDUCATIONAL AND 
COMMUNITY NEEDS: PUERTO RICAN COMMUNITY 
AND EDUCATORS 
Now that bilingual education programs have been established, how do you 
think they can help meet the educational, social, and economic goal of 
the school and the needs of the community? 
Frequency of Responses 
Meeting the Educational Needs_Puerto Rican Community Educators 
Making Sure Subjects Offered 
Are Geared Toward the Needs 
of the Students 57 39 
Provide a Strong Academic 
Program 61 48 
Develop Top-Level Teachers 52 36 
Provide Trained, Dedicated 
Leadership 44 55 
Reinforce Self-Image of 
Puerto Ricans 48 54 
Help Community Understand the 
Low Standard Education Their 
Children Are Receiving 39 53 
Present True Image of Puerto 
Rican Community 40 52 
Prepare Students for Different 
and Positive Career Choices 34 55 
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TABLE 7 
FUNCTIONS THAT BEST REPRESENT SERVICES OFFERED BY THE 
BILINGUAL EDUCATION PROGRAM: PUERTO RICAN 
COMMUNITY, EDUCATORS, AND STUDENTS 
Which functions do you feel best represent the services offered by the 
bilingual education program? 
Services Offered 
Puerto Rican 
Community Educators Students 
Serving Minority Group 
Interest 32 40 35 
Providing Training for 
Specific Needs in the 
Professional Fields 25 38 28 
Widening the Educational 
Scope of the Schools 41 57 47 
Lowering Racial and 
Ethnic Tensions in the 
Schools 45 41 17 
Creating a Sociopolitical 
Awareness 51 65 10 
Helping Students Develop 
Better Self-Concept 64 44 50 
Helping Puerto Rican 
Community Get More 
Professionals 67 52 19 
Providing Language Skills 
in Both Languages 53 48 27 
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The community may well benefit from the design and implementation 
of community-based alternative educational programs that are directly 
tied to research and development approaches. 
Further studies should be done after bilingual education is more 
institutionalized to determine if, in fact, the holding power of the 
program, as well as the language facilitation, parent involvement, and 
increased cultural awareness have influenced academic achievement. 
Longitudinal studies could be initiated. 
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CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 
The overall aim of this study was to explore the reasons for 
bilingual education in the New York City school system and examine the 
ways in which this educational system has affected the education of the 
limited English proficiency Puerto Rican student. 
The specific aim of this study was to examine and delineate: 
(1) events leading to the creation and establishment of 
bilingual education programs in the New York City 
school system; 
(2) the participation of certain individuals and the role 
they played in the creation, development, and imple¬ 
mentation of this educational approach in the New 
York City school system; 
(3) essential changes during the process of development 
of the bilingual education program; and 
(4) the manner in which the teachers, administrators, and 
the community at large perceived the development of 
bilingual education programs in the New York City 
school system. 
This chapter will summarize the data and make tentative conclusions 
on the future of bilingual education programs. An examination of the 
issues and problems which led to the creation of bilingual education 
programs in the New York City schools shows that many changes have taken 
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place since the implementation of the program in the late 1960s. It 
also showed that bilingual education instruction has had to conform to 
being a compensatory program. The reason for this is that bilingual 
education has been perceived by the general public and some educators as 
only remedial education directed solely at language minorities. However, 
the bilingual approach provides more than just remediation in language 
skills. It provides a bilingual-bicultural curriculum geared to the 
needs of the limited English proficient child. It also provides suppor¬ 
tive services to parents and students plus a component for parental 
involvement. Bilingual education has specified the legal rights of 
Puerto Rican parents to demand certain curricula and to have their chil¬ 
dren educated bilingually. 
This study has shown that if there had not been a decentralized 
school board approach in existence in local school districts at the 
time the issue of bilingual education was being considered, it may not 
have come to be; but it did, due to community involvement in school 
policies and politics. 
The concept of decentralization and the awakening of the Black and 
Puerto Rican communities around this issue gave a new perspective to the 
problems of language and learning. Failure to learn on the part of 
Puerto Rican children was analyzed in terms of the organization of the 
school system and the exercise of power within it. Children were seen 
as not responsive to the system because the system had not been respon¬ 
sive to the children. It had been described as too inflexible to adapt 
itself to the capacity of Puerto Rican children to learn if the 
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creativity of the children and their style of expression did not fit 
into the standardized curriculum and methods of the system. The educa¬ 
tional system had failed to gain the support of Puerto Rican parents 
and, in fact, excluded them from the system. As a result, the theory 
had become widely accepted; if the system was decentralized, it could 
be made more accountable to local communities. 
The decentralization issue was an assertion by local communities 
of their right to influence the education of their children through par¬ 
ticipation and control within the structure and process of the school 
system. 
Theoretically, citizens do control the educational system through 
local school boards. The decentralization controversy in New York City 
erupted because large numbers of scholars, officials, and citizens had 
decided that the educational reality of the city could not be adjusted 
to the educational ideal; and reform would be achieved only if the 
political power of all citizens was exerted. Thus, while the issue was 
educational, the practical resolution was political. The communities 
defined their activity not as a challenge to legitimate control, but as 
a right to exercise legitimate control over the educational future of 
their children. 
The relationship of the Puerto Rican community to the decentraliza¬ 
tion controversy was not clear nor consistent. When the Bundy Panel, 
set up by Mayor John V. Lindsay, presented its recommendations in 
November of 1967, the response of the Puerto Ricans was favorable. 
When it became obvious that more than one plan would be put forth since 
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the Bundy plan was not acceptable for legislative action, these groups 
adapted their loyalties to the essential concept of decentralization. 
However, a new group, called "Citizens Committee," was started; and 
Herman Badillo, the Borough President of the Bronx, opposed the 
plan. 
In Brooklyn, reservations were voiced at the Kings County Puerto 
Rican Leadership Conference by City Collector Luis Hernandez and 
Angel M. Rivera on March 17, 1968. At this conference, which con¬ 
sisted of 1,000 leaders of the Puerto Rican and Spanish-speaking com¬ 
munity in Brooklyn, the speakers on the educational panel urged that it 
be made known to city officials that the Puerto Rican community did not 
want local boards to have complete control of education "because certain 
extremist groups push out minority groups like Puerto Ricans and other 
whites."1 
It is possible to say that decentralization came at a time when it 
could benefit those children who were not functioning in the New York 
City school system. Without it, the battle would have been greater and 
longer, or not won at all. Many attempts had been made before. The 
Puerto Rican Study, which was made by the New York City Board of 
Education to help the Puerto Rican child find a solution to his or her 
problems, was ineffective as all the recommendations from it were never 
put in operation. It would not only profit the students, but it would 
have provided more opportunities for the Puerto Rican professionals in 
the school system and would have also benefitted the Puerto Rican 
parent. 
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Changes in Bilingual Education 
A survey of some growth indices in bilingual education programs 
showed that the program has had some growth. Yet, there are still many 
obstacles to overcome. Since the first bilingual education program was 
implemented in P.S. 155 in Ocean Hi 11-Brownsville, many changes have 
affected bilingual education. 
"The 1968 enactment provides services to children who are educa¬ 
tionally disadvantaged because of their inability to speak English."^ 
Over the years, educational scholars and practitioners developed an 
understanding that skills in reading and writing were essential in deter¬ 
mining eligibility as speaking and understanding. Subseguent amendments 
support this expanding concept of language competence. The 1974 amend¬ 
ments concentrated on children "with limited English-speaking ability" 
(L.E.S.A.), while adding a definition of this term to include children 
with inability to profit from instruction in English because of their 
lack of skills in speaking and understanding English. 
The 1978 amendments shifted the eligibility definition to "limited 
English proficiency" (L.E.P.) and included the four skills of understand¬ 
ing, speaking, reading, and writing. While there have been changes in 
the structure of the bilingual education amendments, there are also 
strong arguments made by those who argue that (1) the approach is a 
movement to impose a foreign language on children, and (2) limited 
English proficient children enrolled in these bilingual programs do not 
learn English any better than limited English proficient children in 
monolingual programs. They are also concerned that bilingual 
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instruction is detrimental to minority children.3 
Research on the Effectiveness of 
Bilingual Education 
A review and analysis of evaluation and research findings of 
studies conducted by local education agencies were performed by an 
internationally-recognized sociolinguist, Dr. Rudolph C. Troike.4 
These studies investigated the success of children in becoming profi¬ 
cient in a second language (in these studies, English) and learning 
basic skills appropriate to their grade level as a result of bilingual 
and non-bilingual instruction. Troike concluded that in most cases 
the students in the bilingual programs exceed the achievement levels of 
control groups by district norms; and in several instances, they 
exceeded national norms in English, reading, and math. The inference 
may fairly be drawn that in a quality bilingual program, by being able 
to learn through the medium of their native language and build a solid 
foundation in that language, students can attain higher education 
achievement levels in English without sacrificing their native lan¬ 
guage skills. In fact, loss of native language competence in all 
English programs (whether an English as a second language or regular 
school program) may be a major cause of students' incomplete English 
development and low academic achievement. 
In order to effect the kind of changes which can make a difference 
in teaching and learning in bilingual education programs, the communi¬ 
ties, parents, and teachers must be involved, united, and work in a 
107 
meaningful way. The involvement of parents, teachers, and the community 
at large are not on the same level they once were. The fight has gone 
out of many teachers and parents, and, in many cases, this is reflected 
in the way some programs are run and how some parents and students see 
the program in a less than positive way. There must be more activities 
which can formalize the relationship between parent, student, and 
teacher. 
Parent involvement was what once made bilingual education an experi¬ 
ment worthwhile. Parents, as well as the teachers, must once again 
unite to reorganize and prepare for the future battles which will not 
be long in coming. If those involved in the struggle to preserve the 
bilingual education approach come together, the battles can and will be 
won. 
A research agenda for the 1990s will require: (1) consensus on a 
conceptual framework for research; (2) collaboration of researchers from 
diverse disciplines; and (3) the application of complex and often new 
research methodologies. 
While the conceptual framework offered here can be applied to public 
educational settings, as well as alternative settings, it is suggested 
that the rigid confines of the traditional public school would probably 
not be the most productive context for research efforts of this scope 
and orientation. 
The community may well benefit from the design and implementation 
of community-based alternative educational programs that are directly 
tied to research and development approaches. 
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APPENDIX A: 
QUESTIONNAIRE: 
RELEVANT INFORMATION ABOUT THE EFFECTIVENESS OF 
BILINGUAL EDUCATION OF THE PUERTO RICAN 
STUDENT IN THE NEW YORK CITY SCHOOLS 
QUESTIONNAIRE 
no 
RELEVANT INFORMATION ABOUT THE EFFECTIVENESS OF 
BILINGUAL EDUCATION OF THE PUERTO RICAN 
STUDENT IN THE NEW YORK CITY SCHOOLS 
NAME (Optional): 
SCHOOL WHERE EMPLOYED: 
RANK: ( ) Teacher ( ) Supervisor ( ) Administrator 
ACADEMIC DEGREE: ( ) B.A. ( ) B.S. ( ) M.A 
( ) Ph.D. ( ) Ed.D. 
YEARS OF EXPERIENCE IN: (Check One) 
TEACHING: ( ) 1-4 ( ) 5-9 ( ) 10- ■14 ( ) 15- -20 
ADMINISTRATION: ( ) 1-4 ( ) 5-9 ( ) 10- ■14 ( ) 15- -20 
RESEARCH: ( ) 1-4 ( ) 5-9 ( ) 10- ■14 ( ) 15- -20 
ETHNIC IDENTIFICATION: ( ) Puerto Rican ( ) Asian 
( ) Caucasian ( ) American Indian 
( ) Other Hispanic Group 
AGE RANGE: ( ) 21-26 ( ) 27-31 ( ) 32-36 ( ) 37-41 
( ) 42-46 ( ) 47-55 ( ) Or More 
SEX: ( ) Female ( ) Male 
* * * * * * * * * 
1. In the summer of 1967, U.S. Congress, Senate Committee on Labor 
and Public Welfare Hearings were held in New York City before a 
subcommittee on bilingual education. Were you directly involved 
in the activities? (Check One) 
( ) Yes ( ) No 
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2. In which way were you involved in these activities? (Check One) 
( ) Actively ( ) Somewhat Actively ( ) Not At All 
3. If you were involved, what role did you play? (Check One) 
( ) Spectator ( ) Presenter ( ) Demonstrator 
( ) Other (Please Specify) 
4. From the following options, in order of importance regarding 
organized Puerto Rican interest in education issues emerged in the 
late 1960s, please rank what you feel led this group in New York 
City to become actively involved. Please answer in degrees: 
(1) Least Important - (3) Most Important. (Circle Your Choice) 
1-2-3 Lack of educational achievement of the Puerto Rican 
students in the New York City schools. 
1-2-3 Influence of events outside the City; primarily the 
report of successful bilingual education programs 
provided for Cuban refugees in Dade County, Florida. 
1-2-3 Underrepresentation of the Puerto Rican professional 
specifically in the New York City school system, 
such as teachers, administrators, and school person¬ 
nel . 
If you feel none of the options apply, please explain: _ 
5. Did you see the bilingual methodology as a positive approach to 
the problem of educating the non-English speaking Puerto Rican 
student? (Check One) 
( ) Yes ( ) No 
6. Did bilingual education programs provide an environment conducive 
to positive education for the Puerto Rican student in the New York 
City schools? (Check One) 
( ) Yes ( ) No 
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7. Did bilingual 
attainment of 
education programs improve the overall educational 
the students in the program? (Check One) 
( ) Yes ( ) No 
8. Can you say there was a great difference between the way the 
Puerto Rican student was being taught in school 
education and after? (Check One) before bilingual 
( ) Yes ( ) No 
If "Yes," please explain: 
9. Can you say if the bilingual education program helps the Puerto 
Rican child to become more functional in English? (Check One) 
( ) Yes ( ) No 
10. Did the bilingual education program in the New York City schools 
provide relevant materials for the instruction of the Puerto Rican 
child? (Check One) 
( ) Yes ( ) No 
11. Did the bilingual education program help reduce the Puerto Rican 
student dropout rate in the New York City schools? (Check One) 
( ) Yes ( ) No 
12. Did bilingual education programs help develop a better understand¬ 
ing of the ethnic group the students belong to, and his/her 
culture? (Check One) 
( ) Yes ( ) No 
13. Did bilingual programs help develop a students' positive image 
of him/herself? (Check One) 
( ) Yes ( ) No 
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14. Did the bilingual education program provide a way to avoid havina 
non-English speaking Puerto Rican students placed in mentallv 
retarded classes? (Check One) ta y 
( ) Yes ( ) No 
15. Was the bilingual education program the kind of approach that 
gave the parents of these students an opportunity to have an 
input in the education of their children? (Check One) 
( ) Yes ( ) No 
16. Did the bilingual program provide the parent with enough informa¬ 
tion about the project, and an understanding of the pros and cons 
of the program? (Check One) 
( ) Yes ( ) No 
17. Did the bilingual education program help to provide an incentive 
to the students to go on to higher education? (Check One) 
( ) Yes ( ) No 
18. Did the bilingual program provide in-service training to the 
staff in the program? (Check One) 
( ) Yes ( ) No 
19. Were subjects and concepts taught in the child's dominant 
language in the bilingual education program? (Check One) 
( ) Yes ( ) No 
20. Were the historical contributions and cultural characteristics 
identified with this ethnic group, included in the curriculum? 
(Check One) 
( ) Yes ( ) No 
21. Do you think that hiring teachers who shared a child's culture 
and could teach him/her in a language they could understand 
makes a difference? (Check One) 
( ) Yes ( ) No 
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22. Do you believe that the ultimate goal of bilingual education was 
to integrate non-English speaking children into the regular 
program as quickly as possible? (Check One) school 
( ) Yes ( ) No 
23. Did the administrators in schools provide the support that was 
needed to make the bilingual education program effective9 
(Check One) 
( ) Yes ( ) No 
24. Were the bilingual education programs funded at a level which 
could provide adequate instruction and material to the children 
in the project? (Check One) 
( ) Yes ( ) No 
25. Were you in favor of the creation of the Office of Bilingual 
Education at the Central Board of Education? (Check One) 
( ) Yes ( ) No 
If "Yes," what factors prompted you to be in favor? 
( ) Political Pressure ( ) Academic Factors 
( ) Sociocultural Factors ( ) Other Reasons (Explain) 
26. If you were in favor of the creation of the Office of Bilingual 
Education at the Central Board, what function did you feel the 
Office could fulfill for the students in the bilingual education 
program? 
27. Do you feel the bilingual education program received sufficient 
support from the local school districts, Central Board of 
Education, and Office of Bilingual Education to ensure the suc¬ 
cess of the program? (Check One) 
( ) Yes ( ) No 
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28. Do you think that many school 
making sure that the bilingual 
correctly? (Check One) 
districts were delinquent in not 
education programs were implemented 
( ) Yes ( ) No 
29. Is it safe to say that there were not enough trained bilinqual 
teachers in the 1970s, and for this reason, many projects were 
not successful in implementing the objectives of the proqram? 
(Check One) 
( ) Yes ( ) No 
30. Did the lack of resource and instructional materials hinder the 
bilingual education program from operating successfully? 
(Check One) 
( ) Yes ( ) No 
31. Was there a lack of supportive services in the bilingual educa¬ 
tion program back in the 1970s? (Check One) 
( ) Yes ( ) No 
If you answered "Yes," please explain how the lack of suppor¬ 
tive service affected the program: _ 
32. Do you feel that the testing of the non-English speaking child 
was performed by reliable personnel and an adequate instrument? 
(Check One) 
( ) Yes ( ) No 
If the answer is "No," please explain: __ 
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33. Was 
in 
the testing of the non-English speaking Puerto 
a language he/she understood and functioned in? 
( ) Yes ( ) No 
Rican child 
(Check One) 
If the answer is "No," explain why: 
34. Were the results from the test given to the non-English speakinq 
Puerto Rican students reliable? (Check One) 
( ) Yes ( ) No 
If the answer is "No," please explain: 
35. Do you feel that the placement of non-English speaking students 
in the bilingual education program was done in conjunction with 
test results and other pertinent information? (Check One) 
( ) Yes ( ) No 
If the answer is "No," please explain: _ 
36. Do you feel that the bilingual education program received suffi¬ 
cient support from the New York City Board of Education? 
(Check One) 
( ) Yes ( ) No 
37. Did the Office of Bilingual Education at the Central Board provide 
the school districts with some coordination in the development or 
implementation of the bilingual education programs in the New 
York City schools? (Check One) 
( ) Yes ( ) No 
If the answer is "No," please explain why: __ 
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38. Do you think that the bilingual education program is 
for the progress of the Puerto Rican in the academic 
sional world? (Check One) 
responsible 
and profes- 
( ) Yes ( ) No 
If the answer is "No," explain why: 
39. Can bilingual education take credit for the increase in number 
of teachers of Puerto Rican background? (Check One) 
( ) Yes ( ) No 
40. Did bilingual education help to channel more Puerto Ricans in the 
field or guidance? (Check One) 
( ) Yes ( ) No 
41. Would you say that the rate of bilingual education programs 
helped to form a structural basis for promoting interaction among 
the Puerto Rican educators? (Check One) 
( ) Yes ( ) No 
42. Were the ethnic origin and professional interest of the Puerto 
Rican educators an incentive to work together for more positive 
education practices in helping to meet the needs of the Puerto 
Rican child in the school system? (Check One) 
( ) Yes ( ) No 
43. As an educator, can you say that bilingual education programs 
did treat some of the ills that confronted the non-English 
speaking Puerto Rican child in the New York City schools? 
(Check One) 
( ) Yes ( ) No 
44. Did the use of Spanish in the classroom hamper Puerto Rican 
children from learning English? (Check One) 
( ) Yes ( ) No 
118 
45. Is it safe to say that bilingual education programs provide an 
opportunity for parents (Puerto Rican) to become involved in 
school policies and politics? (Check One) 
( ) Yes ( ) No 
46. Did the bilingual education program provide the opportunity for 
more Puerto Rican students to go on to high school and qraduate7 
(Check One) 
( ) Yes ( ) No 
47. Was the increase in the number of Puerto Ricans entering college 
in the late 1970s due to the efforts of the bilingual education 
program? (Check One) 
( ) Yes ( ) No 
48. Did you ever think that the "Bilingual Education Act" represented 
an official endorsement of the concept of cultural pluralism? 
(Check One) 
( ) Yes ( ) No 
49. Do you as an educator feel that every possible opportunity was 
provided to the bilingual education program, so that it could 
succeed in their goal of educating the non-English speaking 
child? (Check One) 
( ) Yes ( ) No 
50. Why did you get involved in bilingual education? Was it because 
you felt it could work with the non-English speaking child, in 
particular the Puerto Rican? (Check One) 
( ) Yes ( ) No 
51 Do you think the efforts of bilingual education programs have 
made a difference in the education of the Puerto Rican student 
in the New York City schools? (Check One) 
( ) Yes ( ) No 
APPENDIX B: 
RESULTS FROM QUESTIONNAIRE 
DATA COLLECTED FROM 167 PARTICIPANTS OUT OF 300 QUESTIONNAIRES 
(DATA COLLECTION DURING 1985-1986) 
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STATE OF NEW YORK 
THE EDUCATION OF STUDENTS OF LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENCY 
CHAPTER 827 OF THE LAWS OF 1982 
Section 1. 
the education law 
laws of nineteen 
Subdivision two of section thirty-two hundred four of 
, as amended by chapter ten hundred fifty-two of the 
hundred seventy-four, as amended to read as follows- 
2. Quality and language of instruction; textbooks. Instruction 
may be given only by a competent teacher. In the teaching of the sub¬ 
jects of instruction prescribed by this section, English shall be the 
language of instruction, and textbooks used shall be written in English, 
except that for a period of three years, which period may be extended by 
the commissioner with respect to individual pupils, upon application 
therefor by the appropriate school authorities, to a period not in 
excess of six years, from the date of enrollment in school, pupils who, 
by reason of foreign birth or ancestry have limited English proficiency, 
shall be provided with instructional programs as specified in subdivi¬ 
sion two-a of this section and the regulations of the commissioner. The 
purpose of providing such pupils with instruction shall be to enable 
them to develop academically while achieving competence in the English 
language. Instruction given to a minor elsewhere than at a public 
school shall be at least substantially equivalent to the instruction 
given to minors of like age and attainments at the public schools of the 
city or district where the minor resides. 
2. Subdivision two-a of section thirty-two hundred four of such 
law is REPEALED and a new subdivision two-a is added to read as follows: 
2-a. Instructional programs for pupils of limited English profi¬ 
ciency. 
1. Each school district which is receiving state funds for the 
education of pupils of limited English proficiency shall develop a com¬ 
prehensive plan consistent with requirements as the commissioner may 
establish in regulations to meet the educational needs of such pupils. 
2. The board of education of each school district receiving such 
funds shall provide a program of bilingual education or English as a 
second language for eligible pupils and may contract with a board of 
cooperative educational services or another school district to provide 
such program, provided that in a city having a population of one million 
or more, the community school boards shall provide such program in the 
schools within their jurisdiction. 
3. Eligibility for such programs shall be based on the following 
criteria. A pupil who by reason of foreign birth or ancestry speaks a 
language other than English, and either understands and speaks little or 
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no English, or who has been identified by any Enqlish lanauanp 3ccdc 
F^MhStrTnt aPpr0Vud by the commissioner as a pupil Sf limited 
FnniiQh Proflclenc>'> sha11 receive a program of bilingual education or 
English as a second language in accordance with standards established bv 
the commissioner. A pupil's proficiency in the English languaqe shall Y 
be measured annually by such language assessment instrument in order lo 
determine further participation in bilingual education or English as a 
second language program in accordance with standards established by the 
commissioner, subject to the provisions of subdivision two of this sec 
-Th+ p^r^t or.Sardian of a pupil designated as limited English 
proficient shall be informed by the local school authorities of the 
pupil s placement in an instructional program. 
4. Bilingual programs shall be designed to: 
(a) provide content instruction for children of limited Enqlish 
proficiency using the child's native language and English; 
(b) provide native language instruction; and 
(c) provide English as a second language instruction. 
5. English as a second language program shall be designed to 
develop skills in listening, speaking, reading, and writing the English 
language, and assist in the learning of content areas through mono¬ 
lingual instruction in English. 
6. The commissioner shall establish, by regulation, standards for 
approved programs for pupils of limited English proficiency. 
7. After a pupil is enrolled in a regular instructional program, 
he may receive additional instruction in his native language. 
8. A school district which provides a program of bilingual educa¬ 
tion or English as a second language designed to meet the needs of 
pupils of limited English proficiency shall be empowered to: 
(a) impart to pupils a knowledge of the history and culture 
associated with their native languages; 
(b) establish closer cooperation between the school and the 
home; 
(c) provide early childhood educational programs related to the 
purposes of this section and designed to improve the potential for 
profitable learning activities by children; 
(d) offer adult education programs related to the purposes of 
this section, particularly for parents of pupils with limited English 
proficiency; 
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.(e) provide programs designed for dropouts 
outs having need of such programs; and s or potential drop- 
(f) provide other activities deemed desirabl 
purposes of this section. e to further the 
10* This act shall take effect on the first day of September next 
succeeding the date on which it shall have become a law. 
REPEAL NOTE: Subdivision two-a of section thirty-two hundred four of 
the education law, which is repealed, authorizes each board of 
education to determine the circumstances and necessity wherein instruc¬ 
tion shall be given bilingually. 
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FOR RELEASE AFTER 11:00 A.M., THURSDAY, AUGUST 29 N-l3-1974/75 
BOARD OF EDUCATION OF THE CITY OF NEW YORK 
110 Livingston Street, Brooklyn, NY 11201 
News Bureau 
Office of Public Affairs 
Phone: 596-4172 
NOTE TO REPORTERS: Earlier today (Thursday, 
August 29), Judge Marion E. Frankel filed a con¬ 
sent decree in U. S. Federal District Court, 
Southern District of New York, in which the 
Central Board of Education and Chancellor Irving 
Anker agreed with plaintiffs ASPIRA of New York, 
et al., in litigation designed to obtain and 
channel necessary resources to Spanish-language 
dominant pupils. The decree spells out an agree¬ 
ment for an improved method of assessment and 
classification of Spanish-speaking pupils who 
have an English language deficiency which pre¬ 
vents them from effectively participating in the 
learning process and who can more effectively 
participate in Spanish; and for elements of an 
educational program for such pupils. 
Attached to this release is a copy of the decree. 
Chancellor Irving Anker stressed today (Thursday, August 29) that 
in entering into a consent agreement with ASPIRA of New York the New 
York City Board of Education and he are launching a major effort to 
implement further fundamental Board policy that every opportunity 
should be offered for all children in the City's public schools to be 
successful in learning. 
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"The elements of the program as listed in the agreement will now be 
available to all pupils in all schools in the City who are identified as 
being unable to learn basic subjects when they are taught in English and 
who can learn more effectively when they are taught in Spanish," the 
Chancellor said, pointing out that such a program has been available for 
several years in some schools and districts in varying degrees and 
ways. 
Our central offices will provide substantial supportive services 
to community school districts which have jurisdiction over elementary 
and junior high schools," he added. He stressed that the community 
school districts although having to meet minimum standards established 
by the Chancellor will have the right accorded to them under the decen¬ 
tralization law to exercise considerable judgment and discretion in the 
development of the elements of the program. 
Mr. Anker stated that the agreement was reached after many long 
meetings with ASPIRA representatives. 
"We have an agreement we are happy with and we look forward to 
continued harmonious relationships with ASPIRA in behalf of our young 
people," he said. 
The Chancellor stated that the Board of Education and he acknowl¬ 
edged at the outset of the ASPIRA litigation the Lau versus Nichols 
Court Case in California which resulted in the court's affirming the 
responsibility of public schools to make the advantages and privileges 
of instructional programs meaningfully available to Chinese students 
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who come to the schools unable to understand English. 
The Board of Education's Office of Educational Evaluation, in con¬ 
junction with the Office of Bilingual Education of the Division of 
Educational Planning and Support, is preparing to administer appropriate 
tests in October, 1974, in line with the agreement to develop an 
improved method of assessment and identification of the students. 
The elements of the basic program are: (a) intensive instruction 
in English; (b) instruction in subject areas such as math, science, and 
social studies in Spanish; and (c) the reinforcement of the pupils' use 
of Spanish and their reading comprehension in Spanish. 
The basic program to be implemented in full by September, 1975, 
will be operable in a number of schools which will set up pilot pro¬ 
grams by February, 1975. 
The Chancellor has established a special task force to implement 
the program. 
The Chancellor said that every effort will be made by the central 
Board of Education to provide an adequate staff to implement the full 
program. The Board of Education will intensify recruitment of needed 
staff and will schedule additional license examinations in existing or, 
if necessary, new licenses and staff training as rapidly as possible. 
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